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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Our INDEFATIGABLE CORRESPONDENT, Sir H. W. Peek, 
Bart., M.P., has forged another weapon wherewith to 
put to flight the defaulters. He has reprinted the whole 
of the articles and correspondence which have appeared 
in this journal on the subject of defaulting lawyers, and 
has offered prizes of thirty, twenty, and ten guineas 
Tespectively for the three best essays ‘‘ on the points and 
remedies adverted to” in the reprints. Mr. Munton and 
Mr, Everett have consented to adjudicate on the essays, 
Mr. Staveley Hill, Q.C., M.P., acting as umpire; and 
the essays are to be sent in on or before the 30th of 
September next, before which time all intending de- 
faulters will do well to secure a passage to some clime 
Where the name of Peek is unknown. Meanwhile, May- 
day gifts of copies of the reprint have been made to all 

gentlemen who have the good fortune to appear 
under the letter “D” in the London List, and to all 
Members of the House of Commons; and it is even 
that copies have been wafted into the serene 
atmosphere of the Law Institution, We entirely agree 
with our correspondents that the matter is not one 
Which should be allowed to go to sleep, and the profession 
will look with interest to see whether any and what 
Measures with reference to this matter have been under 
ee by the council of the Incorporated Law 


. 





Tr was a trrrix srranor that Mr, Cowen should claim 
his County Courts Bill that it was founded on the 





second report of the Judicature Commissioners. If Mr, 
Cowen’s proposals were founded on that report, it is 
difficult to say what proposals for any alteration in the 
county court system might not be said to be founded on it, 
Mr. Cowen’s proposal was to establish in certain parts 
of the country two classes of county court judges, one at 
£3,000 a year, and the other at £1,200. Where can 
Mr. Cowen show the authority in the Judicature Com- 
missioners’ report for the latter class of officials—desig- 
nated by Mr. Osborne Morgan the county court judge’s 
satellites ; or for the extraordinarily partial and erratic 
character of the jurisdiction proposed to be created? 
What the Judicature Commissioners meant to estab- 
lish was a more economical system of inisteri 
the general county court system. The number of judges 
and registrars was to be reduced, and the judge, while 
holding frequent sittings in one centre, was to go 
circuit round his district at stated intervals. 
Again, the Judicature Commissioners proposed that the 
county courts should be affiliated with the High Court, 
while the courts which Mr. Cowen proposes to establish 
would be intermediate between the county courts and 
the High Court, and the result of the adoption of his 
proposal would be the establishment of three independent 
systems of courts side by side. There probably never 
was a cruder suggestion for the improvement of our 
system of judicature laid before Parliament, and we are 
not surprised that its author declined to press the 
measure to a division. We are glad to observe that the 
Attorney-General is fully alive to the importance of a 
consideration we have often urged. “‘A very serious 
objection to the measure,”’ he said, ‘‘ seemed to him to be 
that it would tend to destroy the county courts as courts 
for the recovery of small debts, for which purpose they 
had been found most useful.” 





ATTENTION SHOULD BE CALLED to the circumstances 
under which a licence for the sale of intoxicating liquors 
to be drunk on or off the premises called the Grosvenor 
Gallery was recently applied for and refused. It appears 
that “ after the buildings were completed an application 
was made to the Board of Inland Reverue, who sanctioned 
the sale of beer and wine on these premises until such 
time”’ asthe justices’ licence could be obtained. Thechair- 
man of the Middlesex bench not unnaturally asked under 
what Act of Parliament the Inland Revenue had acted 
in the matter, and, the question meeting no answer, Sir 
W. H. Wyatt said “he could conceive nothing more 
monstrous than such proceedings, and if they were to 
sanction them they would be treating the licensed 
victuallers with the greatest unfairness,’ adding that 
“he hoped that someone would sue for penalties for 
carrying on the trade illegally.” To sue for penalties 
in a case where the servants of the Crown themselves 
have knowingly authorized an illegal act would be some- 
what odd, but the right to sue seems clear. The 17th 
section of the Licensing Act, 1828, provides that “ no 
licence for the sale of any exciseable liquors by retail to 
be drunk on the premises of the person licensed, shall 
be granted by the Commissioners of Excise [now merged 
in the Board of Inland Revenue] or by any officer of 
excise, to any whomsoever, unless such person 
shall have previously obtained from the justices a licence 
under this Act,” and by 6 Geo. 4, o. $1, s, 13, no excise 
licence for the sale of beer to be drunk on the premises 
may be granted except on production of a magistrate’s 
licence. Beer not being an “exciseable liquor” within 
the meaning of section 17 of the Licensing Act, 1828 
(seo Jones v. Whitaker, 18 W. R. 1197), it is necessary 
to pray the earlier Act in aid of the later one, so far as 
regards that kind of liquor, if there be a sale of beer 
under an alloged general licence. If the sale be of beer 
under the Beer Acts of 1830 and 1834, or of wine under 
Gladstone's Act 23 Vict, o. 27, the statute which applies 
is the Wine and Beerhouse Act, 1869, the 4th seotion of 
which enacts that no licence for the sale of beer of 
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wine under those Acts “shall be granted except upon 
the production and in pursuance of the authority of a 
certificate granted under that Act,” and it is added that 
** any licence granted or renewed in contravention of this 
enactment shall be void.” It would therefore seem that 
the Inland Revenue licence would not protect from 
penalties for sale without licence in the Grosvenor 
Restaurant. But we cannot see what the licensed 
victuallers have todo with the question. The Licensing 
Acts are not passed for the protection of their monopoly, 
but for the protection of the public, and the provisions of 
these Acts are so intricate, that when one of the two 
authorities which are intrusted with their execution 
makes a slip, the principle “‘ actus curie nemini facit 
injuriam” might perhaps be brought into application. 
But it is plain that so long as the double government— 
of the Inland Revenue wishing for as many, and of the 
justices wishing for as few licences as possible—is 
allowed to continue, scandals like that which called forth 
Sir W. H. Wyatt’s indignation will be of no infrequent 
occurrence. 





Tue case of Ex parte Aaronson (26 W. R. 470, L. R. 
7 Ch. D. 713), contains two important points upon 
liquidation by arrangement. It confirms the rule acted 
on by the Chief Judge in Ex parte Staff (23 W. R. 
950, L. R. 20 Eq. 775), that where there are sub- 
stantially no assets, a resolution for liquidation 
will not be registered. Secondly, it more clearly 
developes the meaning of rule 301, upon which 
questions had before arisen. That rule provides that 
the passing of a special resolution shall be taken as 
conclusive evidence that the debtor has complied with 
the provisions of the statute with regard tothe statement 
of his affairs required to be submitted to the general 
meetings of creditors. Ex parte Walter (24 W. R. 834), 
decided that the rule was applicable at the time when 
the resolution was brought for registration as well as 
afterwards. Lord Justice Mellish there states the mean- 
ing of it to be that any examination into the correctness 
of the debtor’s statement is to be made at the meeting 
of the creditors; and notices as exceptional cases in 
which it would not be applied—first, where the debtor 
has made no statement at all; secondly, where the 
resolutions have not been passed bond fide for the benefit 
of all the creditors; thirdly, where a dissentient 
creditor has not been allowed a proper opportunity of 
examining the debtor at the meeting. It is clear 
that he understands by the statement as to which the 
resolution is to be conclusive, not simply the statement 
originally submitted by the debtor, but that as tested or 
explained by the examination of the debtor at the 
meeting. This is more explicitly laid down in the 
present case, by which the scope of the rule seems to be 
reasonably, and we should suppose finally, settled. 





Tur eesicxation of the newly-appointed Master of the 
Queen’s Bench Division is matter of sincere regret when 
looked at from the point of view of the members of the 
profession who would have benefited by his services in 
that office ; but the meaning of it, we imagine, is nothing 
more than the old story of the difficulty men of high 
legal ability find in quitting the exciting contests of the 
bar for a post which, if important, is aleo undoubtedly 
one of monotonous and often trivial labour. 


” A sew veerixation has been found for a portion of the 
proceeds of the sale of Serjeante’-inn. We understand 
that at a meeting recently held at Truro to consider the 
question of building a new cathedral, a letter was read 
from Sir Montague Smith, stating that he should appro- 
priate the sum of £500, being money arising from the 
wale of Serjeante’-inn, to the building fund of the pro- 
powed cathedral. 





—_.— 


MELIORATING WASTE, 
(Doherty v. Allman, H.L., 26 W. R. 513.) 


Tue peculiar legal principle that you shall not be alloweg 
to benefit a man against his will is becoming obsolete, 
Time was when if a preposterously benevolent tenant 
chose to lay out money on his landlord’s property in build. 
ing a house where there was no house before, thereby ad. 
mittedly adding to the letting value of the property, he 
could be punished for his presumption. The landlord 
could (and did) appeal to the courts after this manner - 
—‘‘ By building this house on my property this tenant 
has increased the burden of repairs to my property, and 
has also impaired my evidence of title. Andin this latter 
respect he has done mea double wrong; he has con- 
verted the premises into something different from that 
described in my title-deeds, so that I may be impleaded 
for one description of property, and my evidences ma: 
serve me only for another description (Mauleverer y, 
Spink, Dyer, 37a); and (2) the alteration may afforg 
evidence that the person perpetrating it has a greater 
eatate in the premises than he really has.” At one time 
the courts of law lent a sympathetic ear to these grie- 
vances of the landlord. They held that “if a lessee 
build a house on the premises leased, it is waste; and it 
he let it fall it is new waste (Anon. 11 Mod. 7). 
although they hesitated to declare it to be necessarily 
waste for the lessee of a building to pull it down and build 
a new one, they held that the new building must be 
“del longure et lature del auncient meason” (Bro. Abr. 
Waste, pt. 93)—neither larger nor smaller. In more 
recent times, however, it has been settled that to recover 
in an action at law for waste, there must be established a 
case of real damage to the inheritance ; if the jury award 
merely nominal damages, judgment will be entered for 
the defendant (Governors of Harrow School vy. Alderton, 
2B. & P. 86). 

The view taken by courts of equity has often been 
very similar to the obsolete legal doctrine. In North y. 
Guignan (Beatty, 343) and Hunt v. Browne (Sm. & Se. 
191) learned Irish judges said that the tenant is guilty 
of waste if he changes the nature of the thing demised. 
And this view was unreservedly expressed by the late 
Master of the Rolls in Smyth v. Carter (18 Beav. 78), 
where Lord Romilly said :—‘ Assuming the plaintiffs to 
be landlord, and the defendant tenant, I entertain no 
doubt that this court will restrain a tenant from pulling 
down a house and building another which the landlord 
dislikes; the fact of the defendant’s showing that the 
landlord does not know his own interest will not affect 
the judgment of the court in any way whatever; the 
landlord has a right to exercise his own judgment ant 
caprice whether there shall be any change, and if he 
objects, the court will not allow a tenant to pull dom 
one house and build another in its place.” That iste 
say, the landlord, however likely he may be to be bene- 
fited by the expenditure of the tenant, has a right to 
say, “‘I object to be benefited,” and to come to the court 
and obtain an injunction to prevent himself from being 
benefited. 

This doctrine, however, has not in late years received 
much favour. In Jones v. Chappell, (L. R. 20 Eq, 
539) the present learned Master of the Rolls held that 
a lessee of land who erects a building thereon without 
the consent of his lessor does not commit waste unless 
it can be shown that such building is an injury to the 
inheritance. And in the recent case of Doherty v. All- 
man, the House of Lords has at last settled the ule in 
accordance with the modern legal view. The assignees of 
leases of stores for 999 years and 988 years, granted 
in 1798 and 1824, respectively, finding that they 
could not profitably employ the demised premises as 
stores, determined to sub-divide the buildings into 
dwelling-houses. It was not disputed that the sub- 
letting of the premises as dwelling-houses would in- 
crease their value as well as afford greater security 
for the rent, but the Irish Vice-Chancellor neverthe~ 
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less granted an injunction to restrain the tenants from 
carrying out the proposed alterations. This decision was 
reversed by the Irish Court of Appeal, and the House 
of Lords unanimously affirmed this reversal. Lord 
Cairns said that, even assuming a case of meliorating 
waste had been established, a court of equity would 
leave the lessor to his remedy by damages. Lord 
O'Hagan expressly declared that Lord Romilly’s re- 
marks in Smyth v. Carter were not law, and Lord 
Blackburn said that “the later cases seem to have 
established that if the waste is slight or improving to 
the property, a court of equity will not interfere ” ; 
and he added, with reference to one of the reasons 
on which the old cases proceeded, that “ as to the ques- 
tion of retaining evidence of title, I will only say that 
this was, no doubt, a serious matter for consideration 
many years ago; but in the present day, with 
ordnance maps and other means of identifying and 
describing property, I think the idea of any injury to 
the lessor’s title is rather a wild one.” 

The result is that the landlord, in the absence of 
stipulation, cannot any longer look the gift horse in 
the mouth, but must put up with the benefit his tenant 
chooses to confer upon him. If he does not want to 
have his property altered or improved, he has only to 
insert a stipulation to that effect in the lease; and the 
lesson of the recent case is that a clause requiring the 
consent of the landlord to any alteration should now 
become a common form. 








Sir Henry Peek offers prizes of thirty, twenty, and 
ten guineas respectively for the three best essays on the 
ts and remedies adverted to in the articles and 
rs which have appeared in our columns and in the 
Echo on the subject of ‘ Defaulting Lawyers.” With 
this object he has asked Mr. Munton, the writer of some 
of the letters, and Mr. Robert Everett, of 17, St. 
Swithin’s-lane, E.C., to act as arbitrators, and those 
grams having consented, the necessary funds have 
deposited in their hands. Mr. Staveley Hill, Q.0., 
¥.P., has kindly promised to act as umpire should the 
arbitrators differ. Competing essays should not exceed 
thirty pages of Quarterly Review size and type when set 
up, and brevity will be considered a merit. Each essay 
must be identified by some motto, and be accompanied 
by a sealed envelope bearing the like motto, with the 
author’s name and address inside. Only the envelopes 
indorsed with the motto of the successful candidates 
will be opened. The papers must be sent, post paid, to 
Bir Joseph Causton & Sons, 47, Eastcheap, London, E.C., 
on or before the 30th of September, 1878. The prize 
essays, for purposes of publication, are to belong to Sir 
Henry Peek. Unsuccessful papers will be returned if 
&pplied for within three months after award published. 


An official letter, of which the following is a copy, has 
been forwarded to the governors of gaols throughout the 
United Kingdom :—“ Prison Commission, Home Office, 

1, 8.W., May 1, 1878.—Sir,—Referring to the 

ial rules for debtors, Iam directed by the Commis- 

of Prisons toacquaint you that by desire of the 

of State, and pending farther instractions, 

debtors may be permitted to receive one visit, and also to 

Write and receive one letter, in each week, and that the 

ting Committee may by permission in any special case, 

nd for special reasons, prolong the period of the visit 

allowed to any such prisoner, or additional visits or 

letters to such reasonable extent as they may deem ad- 

Visable. You are reqnested to bring these instructions 

before the Visiting Committee.—I am, Sir, your obedient 
Servant, R. AnpmRson, Secretary.” 


Mr, Jacob Dirk “Barry, recorder of the High Court of 

Provinces of Griqualand West; Dr. Salvatore Naudi, 

LL.D., judge of the Court of Appeal of the Island of 
Malta, ‘and Mr. Edward Ryre Williams, late puisne jud 
ra ine Supreme Court of the Colony of Victoria are to 


Recent Decisions. 


PLEADING. 
(Collette v. Goode, L. R. 7 Ch. D. 842.) 


In this case Mr. Justice Fry followed, and it may be 
thought carried further, the principle of reading the 
pleadings which the Court of Appeal adopted in Byrd v. 
Nunn (26 W. R. 101, L. R. 7 Ch. D. 284). The object 
of the rules, as stated in that case by Lord Justice 
Baggallay, was to insure a proper statement of the issues 
intended to be raised, in order that the other party 
might know to what to direct his evidence. Collette v. 
Goode was an action for piracy of a song, and one 
paragraph of the defence was in these words :—“ The 
defendant denies that the said song has been duty 
registered at Stationers’ Hall. The time of the first 
publication thereof is not truly entered on the register.’* 
It appeared by the plaintiff’s evidence that the registra- 
tion was imperfect in another material point, the name of 
the publisher being untruly stated. But the court held 
that this objection could not be raised by the defendant 
upon his pleading ; in other words, that the defence did 
not put the plaintiff to prove due registration in ail par- 
ticulars. However safe and convenient for the purposes 
of justice this holding may have been in the actual case, 
it may perhaps be doubted whether the learned judge 
did not create rather a strong precedent. There is a 
trenchant rule of court which establishes by admission 
every fact not denied in pleading; and if pleadings are 
also to be construed so stringently against the pleader 
as was done in this case, a plaintiff's path may, on 
occasion, be made somewhat too smooth. 

There is another recent decision of the same judge 
(Harris v. Gamble, L. R. 7 Ch. D. 877), clearly justift- 
able urder the letter of order 19, where a defence, 
purporting simply to put the plaintiffs to proof of the 
several allegations in their statement of claim, was held 
to constitute an admission of the facts. It is not stated 
in the report that the defendant asked for leave to 
amend, and therefore we may suppose that he had no 
case. It is sometimes said that a party is entitled to 
the benefit of any mistake in his opponent’s procedure. 
This may be fallacious. A party is no doubt entitled in 
every case not to suffer by reason of his opponent’s 
mistakes. Further than this, there may well be rules 
relating to particular matters, as to which (as the 
Master of the Rolls has said in the Court of 
Appeal with reference to the time for appealing) 
the opposite party is entitled to the advantage of 
the mistake. After a cause has been tried the 

party who has made out his case at the trial ought 
to be preserved from being harassed by further 
proceedings or from having an appeal hanging over 
his head, unless within the restrictions and to the extent 
provided by the regular process of justice. The whole 
liberty of appealing is in the nature of an indulgence ; 
and the litigant who has won his case is entitled, in the 
strictest sense of the word, to have respect paid by the 
court to his rights upon which it hasadjudicated. Rules 
of procedure before trial stand on a very different 
footing. The substantial right of either litigant at that 
stage is to have a fair trial, and not to be damnified by 
his opponent’s irregularities. A technical mistake by 
one party cannot relieve the court from the duty of 
giving offect as far as practicable to his rights; it is 
against all justice to say that the mistake entitles the 
other party to succeed finally upon a case, it may be, 
destitute of merits. Such a result is one that every 
judge must use all his lawful powers to prevent. We 
have no reason to doubt that these considerations are 
present to all our judges; and that liberty to amend, 
and other indulgences in the discretion of the court, 
will not be refused, we do not arbitrarily, but for 
the mere purpose of enforcing regularity in proceedings. 
It is, however, to be regretted that some cases are 





which have a tendency, if appealed to as precedents, to 
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restrict the beneficial use of the powers of indulgence 
vested in the court in matters of procedure. 








Geneval Correspanvence. 


To CorRESPONDENTS.— Lo1.—We have not, as yet, been 
able to hear of any book containing the details desired. 





THE CONTINGENT REMAINDERS ACT OF 
1877. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—In the current volume of the Sorrcrrors’ JournaL 
(p. 331) there appeared a review of the recent work of 
Mr. Joshua Williams on ‘‘ The Seisin of the Freehold,” in 
which the learned reviewer disputed the conclusion 
drawn by Mr. Williams to the effect that the new Con- 
tingent Remainders Act fails in preserving contingent 
remainders in the case of a devise to one for life with 
remainder to children who shall attain twenty-one, as 
tenants in common in fee, where some of the children do 
and some do not attain twenty-one in the lifetime of the 
tenant for life. 

The question is obviously one of very considerable 
importance, and as it has not been further discussed in 
your columns, you will, perhaps, allow me to state the 
reasons which incline me to consider that the view taken 
by Mr. Joshua Williams is the more correct one. 

It may be convenient to consider first how the law 
stood before any legislation on the subject. 

A legal remainder—i.c., ‘a remnant of an estate in 
lands or tenements expectant on a particular estate 
created together with the same at one time” (Co. Litt. 
148a), if originally contingent, failed unless it became 
vested in interest upon or before the determination of 
the particular estate. 

If the remainder did not so fail, then, if limited to an 
individual, it took effect in possession in his favour upon 
the determination of the particular estate, but if limited 
to a class it took effect in possession upon the determina- 
tion of the particular estate in favour of those members 
of the class and those only who were born (or otherwise 
answered the required description) before the determina- 
tion of the particular estate. 

Strictly speaking, indeed, a legal remainder expressed 
to be limited to a class vested wholly in the person first 
becoming capable as a member of the class, subject to be 
divested as to the proportions of the persons afterwards 
becoming capable before the determination of the par- 
ticular estate, and such last-mentioned persons took by 
way of shifting use or executory devise, and not as 
remaindermen properly so called. But the class was 
finally ascertained at the determination of the particular 
estate, and could not afterwards be re-opened. In the 
case of executory devises and equitable interests generally 
a more lenient rule obtained. In these cases a gift to a 
class might give a title in possession first to one or more 
persons and afterwards open and admit of a participation 
by others, but this could not be done with regard to 

legal remainders. (Fearne, Cout. Rem. 312; Mogq v. 
Mogg, 1 Mer. 654, 3 Prest. Uonv. 555.) The distinction 
was caused by a difference of rule with respect to the 
period of finally ascertaining the class, and did not depend 
on the rule requiring remainders to vest in interest upon 
or before the determination of the particular estate. 
The latter rule was satisfied if there were any members 
of the class in existence and duly qualified upon the 
determination of the particular estate, and the class in 
esse for the time being then became entitled in possession 
absolutely, without the capacity of re-opening or en- 
larging the class which applied to a class taking under 
an executory devise or equitable limitation. It may be 
difficult to say why—since in a legal remainder toa class 
the objects, except the one first becoming entitled, took 





class, like a class taking originally by way of exec tory 
devise or shifting use, should not have been considered 
capable of enlargement so as to take in subsequent objectg 
after the determination of the particular estate. But 
the point is clear. 

This being so (and omitting mention of the abortive 
statute 7 & 8 Vict. c. 76), the statute 8 & 9 Vict. c. 106 
protected contingent remainders from failure by the 
forfeiture, surrender or merger of the particular estate, 
leaving them still exposed to failure by the natura] 
determination of the particular estate, and not of course 
touching the rule as to the period of ascertaining the 
class to take. 

Subsequently to this Act there were, as it is well- 
known, several decided cases in which a contingent 
remainder to a class failed wholly by reason of the 
determination of the particular estate before the 
remainder could vest: Rhodes v. Whitehead (2 Dr. & Sm. 
532), may serve as an example. Devise to S. R., for 
life, with remainder to his children who attain twenty. 
one. S. R., dies, leaving infant children. The remainder 
wholly failed, “ not a question of intention, but the result 
of the rule of law.” Ultimately, in Brackenbury y, 
Gibbons (L. R. 2 Ch. D. 417), there was a devise to 
H. N., for life, with remainder to her children, and in 
default of children to the child or children of E. G., who, 
either before or after her death, should attain twenty. 
one. H.N. died, having had no child. At the death of 
H. Nethere were two children of E, G. who had attained 
twenty-one, and there were other children of E. G. who 
subsequently attained twenty-one. The Vice-Chan- 
cellor was compelled to hold that ‘ the two children who 
had attained twenty-one on the death of the tenant for 
life took vested interests, and no authority for the pro- 
position that there should be a divesting in order to let 
in subsequent takers has been referred to. I cannot 
apply the law applicable to executory devises to such a 
limitation as this.’’ The decision was not that the par- 
ticular estate failed ‘before the remainder vested (for it 
did not do so) ; but that certain individuals as members of 
a class having become entitled in possession the class 
could not subsequently be opened, as would have been 
the case if the limitation had been originally by way of 
executory devise, 

Under these circumstances the Act of last session 
(40 & 41 Vict. c. 33) was passed. The Act provides that 
a contingent remainder shall in the event of the per 
ticular estate determining before the contingent 1% 
mainder vests be capable of taking effect as if it had been 
created by way of shifting use or executory limitation. 
This, no doubt, provides for such cases as Rhodes % 
Whitehead. Does it provide for such cases as Bracken- 
bury v. Gibbons 2? I cannot see that it does. For (as 
has been pointed out) in Brackenbury v. Gibbons the 
particular estate did not determine before the remainder 
vested, but the gift failed with respect to any children 
who attained twenty-one after the determination of the 
particular estate, because the rule with respect to the 
period of ascertaining the class to take under a devise by 
way of legal remainder (differing from the similar rule 
applicable to executory devises and equitable limitations) 
did not allow of interests which had fallen into posses 
sion being partially divested in order to let in subse 
quent takers. And this rule does not appear to have 
been altered by the Act. 

Your reviewer argues that the Act may be practically 
sufficient since a limitation in remainder to a class is 
made up of distinct remainders to every person who, 
in the event, fulfils the contingent condition, separa 
liable to be defeated (before the Act), if that event does 
not happen while there is an estate to support the re 
mainder. This language, however, is not accurate, for, 
as above pointed out, ¢. remainder to a class vests wholly 
in the first object, subject to be divested, pro tanto, in 
favour of other objects before failing into possession. 
But, whether accurately expressed or not, the argument 
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‘any alteration in the period when the “event” is to be 
-ascertained and the class finally settled, or remove the 
-old difference in that respect between contingent re- 
mainders and executory devises or equitable limitations. 

My conclusion, therefore, is, that the Act has only 
altered one of the two inconvenient rules affecting con- 
tingent remainders, and that after, as before, the Act, a 
legal devise to A. for life with remainder te such of his 
children as attain twenty-one as tenants in common in 
fee will, upon the death of A., take effect in favour of 
his children who have then attained twenty-one to the 
exclusion of any children attaining twenty-one after that 
period. Butif no children attain twenty-one in the life- 
time of A., then the Act will apply, and all the children 
at any time attaining twenty-one will take as if the 
limitation to them had been originally by way of execu- 
‘tory devise or shifting use. 

It may be added that the Act was much altered in its 
passage through Parliament. The phraseology of the 
Bill as originally introduced was very different. 

3, Stone-buildings, Lincoln’s-inn. A. P. Wuartety. 





SOLICITORS AND ACCOUNTANTS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.} 


Sir,—I extract the enclosed from the City Press, being 
the report of a case in the City of Londen Court. 

I have reasons for believing the kind of arrangement 
‘therein referred to is only too common, and what I ask 
is this: (1) Is not an arrangement of this kind ab- 
solutely illegal ? (2) Is it at all probable that our legal 
protector (the Incorporated Law Society) will take any 
steps with a view to check the practice in the interest of 
members of the profession who refuse to have anything 
‘to do with any such arrangements ? 

Inqurmer, 

[The following is the extract from the City Press for- 
‘warded by our correspondent :— 


“«——- y, =—=The plaintiff is a solicitor in the City, and 
the defendant is an accountant. The claim was for the 
recovery of the sum of £10 14s., for business done by the 
plaintiff in his capacity of attorney and solicitor for the de- 
fendant. In reply to his Honour, the defendant said that his 
‘arrangement with the plaintiff was that he was to have the 
‘half of ‘the net profits of all the conveyancing matters intro- 
duced to the plaintiff's office, and one-third of the net profits 
‘of all common law actions, and that witness was to pay the 
‘costs out of pocket, and nothing more; and this applied more 
partioularly to proceedings in which the witness himself was 
‘onesrned. The plaintiff contra deposed that on March 8th 
of last year the defendant consulted him about a writ issued 

inst a Mr.——, and which he was expected to defend. 

e said he should defend, but he must have something for 
this trouble. There was sum of money paid on that oceas- 
sion, out of which the defendant received a portion. A diary 
‘was produced, from which it appeared that the defendant had 
been his aliquot. There were other payments made to the 
defendant in respect of law business introduced to witness 
by defendant, the particulars of which were detailed by 
the witness, His Honour said it was a most irregular 
Proceeding on the part of a professional man, and while 
giving judgment in favour of the plaintiff, he felt it his duty 
to report the case to the Incorporated Law Society, so that 
they mt take whatever steps they thought proper in the 
matter.” 





_Mr. Knox, the magistrate at Marlborough-street, resumed 
magisterial duties last week, after a protracted absence 
wing to serious illness, and received the congratulations 
of the solicitors present on behalf of the 1 profession 
and the officials connected with the court. 


The London correspondent of the Manchester Guardian 
gays that as the result ot the celebrated agency case of 
Wi ‘son ‘v. Barbovr, within the past few days the 
defendant paid the plaintiff £60,000 in settlement of his 
Claim, together with £9,000 for costs. 


Cases of the eek. 


ADMINISTRATION — Payment or Morteace Dzsr— 
Cancer oF Dents on Reat Estare—17 & 18 Vier. c. 113 
—Locxe Kine’s Act—80 & 31 Vicr. c. 69.—In a case of 
Newmarch v. Storr, heard by the Court of Appeal on the 8th 
inst., some questions of importance arose with regard to the 
contruction of Locke King’s Act, and the Act (30 & 31 Vict. 
c. 69) passed in 1867 to explain it. A testator devised a 
part of his real estate to his son “ charged, nevertheless, in 
aid of my personal estate, and in exoneration of my other 
real estate, with the payment of all my just debts and my 
testamentary expenses,” and he devised the remainder of his 
real estate to his daughter. ‘The whole ‘of the testator’s real 
estate was subject to the mortgage for £1,000, and the 
question arose whether the effect of the words above quoted 
was to throw the whole of this mortgage debt upon the real 
estate devised to the son. Hall, Y.C., held that such was 
the effect, and that Locke King’s Act had no application to 
the case. Upon the appeal it was argued (1) that Locke 
King’s Act has no application to a case of contribution 
between devisees of different portions of an estate, the whole 
of which is subject to one mortgage ; (2) that when section 
1 of the explaining Act (30 & 31 Vict. c. 69) says that 
“a general direction that the debts, or that all the debts, of 
the testator shall be paid out of his personal estate 
shall not be deemed to be a declaration of an inten- 
tion contrary to or other than the rule established 
by the said Act, unless such contrary or other intention 
shall be further determined by words expressing or by ne- 
ceasary implication referring to all or some parts of the 
testator’s debts or debt charged by way of mortgage on his 
real estate,” it cannot be taken to mean also that a charge 
of a testator’s debts or all his just debts upon real estate 
shall not be a sufficient indication of an intention to include 
mortgage debts in that charge ; and (3) that, even if that 
meaning ought to ke attributed to the explaining Act, yet 
the use in the particular will of the additional words ** in 
aid of my personal estate and in exoneration of my other 
real estate” afforded a sufficient indication of an intention 
to include in the charge the mortgage debt existing on the 
other. real estate. The Court of Appeal (Jessel, M.R., 
Baggallay and Bramwell, L.JJ.), reversed the decision of 
the Vice-Chancellor, and held that the mortgage debt must 
be borne by the two parts of the real estates rateably in 
proportion to their values. Jessel, M.R., said that the 
question was, no doubt, one of considerable difficulty. The 
Act was by no means an easy one to construe, and the point 
which now arose gave rise to considerations which had not 
| been much, if at all, discussed in previous cases. He 
thought, however, that Locke King’s Act must apply to the 
case, for, as he read the words in section 1 of that Act, ‘‘the 
heir or devisee to whom such land or hereditaments shall 
descend or be devised shall not be entitled to have the 
mortgage debt discharged or satisfied (put of the 
personal estate or any other real estate of” the deceased 
ancestor or testator, they meant ‘‘uny other real estate 
not descended or devised to the heir or devisee, and not 
‘any other real estate not comprised in the mortgage. 
If that was so, the enactment was express that, unless @ 
contrary or other intention was signified by the deceased 
person, the mortgaged estate should, ia the hands of the 
devisees of different portions of it, be liable to pay the mort- 
gage debt rateably according to the respective values of 
those portions. After the passing of the Locke King’s Act, 
it was decided by the Court of Appeal in Chancery in 
several cases, of which Eno v. Zatham (3 D. J. S. 443) was 
one, that a direction by a testator that his debts, or all 
his debts, should be paid out of his personal estate was'a 
sufficient indication of a contrary intention to exclude the 
operation of the Act. Then came the Act of 1867, 
which was expressed to be passed for the purpose 
of removing doubts as to the meaning of the former 
Act, that being a polite way of overruling those 
decisions of the Court of Appeal. The foundation 
of those decisions was this, that the word “debts” was 
a well-known legal term, which included mortgage debts as 
well as other debts, and what the Act of 1867 in effect said 
‘was that the word “debts” standing alone should 
not any longer be taken for the purpose of indicat- 
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a testator’s debts or all his debts out of his personal estate 
should not be a sufficient indication of an intention con- 
trary to the provisions of Locke King’s Act, it would be 
impossible consistently to hold that the use of these words 
with reference to a charge upon a mixed fund of realty 
and personalty, or upon real estate alone, could be a suffi- 
cient indication of an intention to include mortgage debta 
in the charge. And his lordship thought the use of the 
words “in exoneration of any other real estate” did not 
afford a sufficient indication of a contrary intention. It 
was contended that these words would be mere surplusage 
if they did not exonerate the other real estate from the 
mortgage debt. But the words “in aid of my personal 
estate” might be equally said to be surplusage. The true 
construction was that the real estate was to be exonerated 
only to the same extent to which the personalty was aided, 
and by virtue of Locke King’s Act the personalty was not 
liable to pay the mortgage debt. Otherwise, the logical 
result would be that the personal estate must be taken to 
have been charged with the payment of the mortgage 
debt by force of the preceding words in the will—a result 
which would be contrary to the provision of the Act of 
1867. Baggallay, L.J., concurred as to the construction 
of the Act of 1867, though he expressed considerable doubt 
asto the meaning of the particular words in the will. 
aan L.J., agreed entirely with the Master of the 
tolls, 





UsuaL Account acarnst MorTGacEE IN Possession 
WHERE Part or Frorertr Sonp—Wi.FuL Derautr.—In 
reference to the case of Mayer v. Murray, noticed by us last 
week (ante, p. 527), the Master of the Rolls mentioned, on 
the 4th inst., that since his decision Mr. King, the registrar, 
had shown him the print of the new edition of Seton on De- 
crees, in which there was a precedent of the usual account 
against a mortgagee in possession, when part of the property 
had been sold, exactly according to his judgment. This 
form, it — had been settled by Mr. King in the case 
mentioned in Seton some years ago, but had been forgotten 
by him. The industry of the learned editors of that work 
had, however, enabled them to discover it. 


PrinciPaL AND AGENT—AvurHority To Reczive Pay- 
MENT—SET-OF? OF DEBT DUE To PRINCIPAL AGAINST AGENT'S 
PrivaTE Dest—Norice oF Principat’s TitLke—Srtock- 
BROKER—Cvustom oF Stock Excaance—Vauipity.—In a 
case of Pearson y. Scott, decided by Fry, J., on the 4th 
inst., a question arose as to the validity of a payment made 
by a stockbroker to a solicitor on behalf of his clients under 
the following circumstances :—The solicitor’s clients, who 
were executors, directed him to have some railway stock, 
which formed part of the testator’s estate, sold, and he em- 
ployed his own stockbroker to effect the sale. The stock was 
sold by the broker on the Stock Exchange for £6,800, the sale- 
note expressing that the sale was made subject to the rules 
of the Stock Exchange. The transfers were executed by the 
executors, and were forwarded through the solicitor to the 
broker for the purpose of completing the purchases. The 
purchase-money was paid by the broker to the solicitor to 
the extent of £3,500 in cash, and as to the residue of 
£3,500 by setting off that sum against a balance which the 
solicitor owed to the broker upon a private account of his 
own. The solicitor never paid his clients, and they brought 
the action against the broker, claiming payment of the 
£3,300 from him. He alleged that he had no notice that 
the stock was not the property of the solicitor. But Fry, 
J., held that, as the transfers showed that the solicitor was 
not the owner of the legal estate in the stock, the broker 
was bound to inquire whether he was the beneficial owner, 
inasmuch as, primd facie, the ownership of the legal estate 
carries with it also the equitable ownership. Then arose 
the question of the extent of the authority of the solicitor 
as to receiving payment for the stock. It was contended 
on behalf of the defendant that any mode of payment 
which would have supported a plea of payment at ie in an 

action by the solicitor against the broker for the purchase- 
money was & good aj mg by the broker as against the 
sclicitor’s principal. Fry, J., held, upon the evidence, that 
the tera he roar was only an authority to receive 
pa money in money, and, moreover, 
that, as » matter of law, it is the duty of 's person making 
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a payment to an agent to do so in the manner which wil) 
render it most probable that the money willreach the hands 
of the principal. Such would not be the case if the pay. 
ment was made by means of a set-off against the agent’s 
private debt, His lordship said that this principle appeared 
to be established by a series of authorities, and the onl 
case which at first sight appeared to conflict with them 
was that of Bridges v. Garrett (18 W. R. 815, L. RB. 5, P, 
451). In that case a purchaser of copyhold land gave the 
deputy-steward of the manor a cheque on his own bankers 
for a sum of money which included the lord’s fine, steward’s 
fees, and some costs due to the deputy-steward in the 
character of solicitor to the purchaser. The cheque was 
crossed to the deputy-steward’s bankers, and was duly paid 
to them by the purchaser’s bankers. The deputy-steward’s 
bankers, however, retained the amount of the cheque in 
discharge of a sum due to them on the overdrawn balance 
of the deputy-steward’s account with them, and the resuit 
was that the lord never received payment of his fine. Ho 
sued the purchaser for it, and the majority of the Court of 
Common Pleas held (17 W. R. 1072, L. R. 4 C. P. 680) 
that, as the cheque included a debt due tothe deputy- 
steward personally, and could not, therefore, be handed 
over as cash to the lord, the payment was not good as 
against him. But this decision was reversed by the Ex- 
chequer Chamber, and the payment was held to be a good 
payment to the lord. Fry, J., however, came to the con- 
clusion that the reversal was founded simply upon the con- 
clusion of fact that there was evidence which entitled 
the jury to find that the payment was a valid payment to 
the lord, and that the court did not intend to alter the 
previously settled rule of law. It was also attempted to 
prove that there was a custom of the Stock Exchange 
which justified the broker in treating the solicitor as 
ar ar in the transaction, even if, after its inception, he 

ad notice that he was a mere agent, and reliance was 
placed on the fact that the contract for sale was made 
subject to the rules of the Stock Exchange. Fry, J., how- 
ever, said that the transaction of the sale had been carried 
out when the broker had received the purchase-money and 
had handed the transfers to the purchasers, so that that term 
of the contract would have no application. And, moreover, 
such a custom, if it existed, would have no validity, as it 
would amount to acustom to pay one man’s debt with 
another man’s money. Judgment was accordingly given for 
the plaintiffs for the £3,300. 


LiquiDATION—RELEASE OF TRUSTEE—SUBSEQUENT APPL 
caTIoN By Depror’s LANDLORD FoR PAYMENT OF RENT— 
Banxruproy Act, 1868, ss. 20, 51, 53, 125.—In a case 
of Ez parte Carter, heard by the Court of Appeal on the 
2nd inst., a question arose as to the liability of the trustee in 
a liquidation by arrangement after he had been released by 
the creditors, The debtor filed his petition on the 14th of 
September, 1877, and on the 8rd of October the creditors re- 
solved on a liquidation by arrangement, and appointed s 
trustee. On the 26th of November a meeting of the creditors 
was held, at which it was resolved that the trustee should 
sell the debtor’s estate for a sum sufficient to pay the credi- 
tors 4s. in the pound ; that the debtor’s discharge should be 
granted on the trustee’s certificate being filed that the pro- 
visions of this scheme of settlement had been complied with ; 
that the costs of the trustee and his solicitor should be paid 
by the debtor ; and that the close of the liquidation and the 
release of the trustee should take place on and from the 26th 
of January, 1878. On the 4th of January the Court of 
Bankruptcy approved the resolutions, and ordered that they 
should be carried into effect. The debtor was the tenant of 
some business premises, under a lease for a term which ex~ 
pired on the 25th of December, 1877. The trustee did nob 
disclaim the lease, but took possession of the premises, and 
continued in possession of them until the expiration of the 
term. On the 26th of February, 1878, the landlord applied 
to the court for an order directing the trustee to pay him the 
rent of the premises for the quarter ending the 25th of 
December. The registrar refused the application, on the 
ground that the trustee was Face by the release. 
Court of Ap (James, Cotton, and Thesiger, L,JJ.) 
affirmed this decision. They said that either the landlord's 
remedy against the trustee was a personal one by reason of 
some personal contract on his in which case the Court 
of Bankruptcy had no j ction in the matter, or, if the 
application was properly made in the Oourt of Bankruptcy, 
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then the release of the trustee was made by the Act a bar to 
it, there being nothing to show that the release had been ob- 
tained by fraud. The case was distinguishable from Er parte 
Société Cockril? (L. R. 3 Ch. D. 115, 20 Soxicrrors’ 
JourNAL, 624), where the Chief Judge ordered a trustee, 
after he had been released by the creditors, to pay a dividend 
tooné of the creditors, for there the trustee had admitted 
that he had the money in his hands for the purpose of paying 
the dividend. 





THE BARNSLEY SOLICITORS AND MR. SER. 
JEANT TINDAL ATKINSON. 


En consequence of a re-arrangement of the county court 
circuits, Barnsley will, from and after the let inst., form 

of county court circuit No. 16, over which Mr. F. A. 
Bedwell presides as judge. Mr. Serjeant Tindal Atkinson, 
who has presided over Barnsley Court since the death of 
the late Mr. T. H. Marshall, some three years ago, has, 
by his urbanity of manner, and his painstaking attention 
to the cases which have come before him, secured the 
cordial esteem of the solicitors practising in the court, as 
well as of the general public whose business has taken them 
there. Accordingly it was decided by the members of 
Barnsley County Court “ bar” to take a formal farewell of 
his Honour on the occasion of his last sitting there on Tues- 
day last. The following legal gentlemen were present :— 
Mr. Tindal Atkinson, barrister-at-law ; Messrs. J. I. Free- 
man, W. E. Parker, G. Ridesl, Clegg, and Alderson, 
Barnsley. Immediately on his Honour taking his seat, 
shortly after twelve o'clock noon, Mr, Freeman, as 
the senior solicitor present, said :—Before the business of the 


court commences permit me, your honour, on behalf of the 


profession, as well as on my own behalf, to express our 
sincere and deep regret that circumstances should have 
arisen to necessitate your removal from the judgeship of this 


eourt. We thank you sincerely for the patience which 


you have displayed in hearing the cases in which we have 
heen respectively engaged, as well as the genial courtesy 
which you have at alltimes shown us. We trust that a kind 
providence will spare you for many years to preside over 
those courts which are so fortunate as still to have you to 
be their judge; and that when the time arrives that you 
find it necessary to retire from the active duties of your 
position you will not regret having once presided over this 
court. I need only say that we all wish you health, long 
life, and happiness. His Honour, in reply, ssid:—Mr. 
Freeman and gentlemen, I thank you for the kind ex- 
pressions which you have made use of with respect to my- 
éelf. I can only say that I leave Barnsley with very great 
tegret indeed. Since I have had the pleasure of presiding 
here as your judge there has not been one single incident 
that has marred the good understanding that ought always 
¢o prevail between the bar and the bench. I have had an 
able and educated body of gentlemen who have never 
forgotten the obligations which they are under to the 
court and to each other in the conduct of their cases—cases 
which very often try their temper and cause them no little 
trouble in dealing with their clients, I have been assisted 
by avery able and experienced registrar, who has made 
my duties here very light indeed, and also by a very able 
chief clerk who has always conducted the business of this 
sourt with very great advantage to the suitors. Allow me 
to add that very pleasing memories will be associated with 
the period during which I have had the honour of pre- 
siding over this court, and I may add that I hope that this 
will not be exactly the last time that I shall have the 
Opportunity of sitting here: 


—— ae 
—_— —- 








Some ange orders of the Board of Trade, says the 
Times, which authorize the construction of tramways, and 
which are to be confirmed by a Government Bill, now be- 
fore the House of Commons, refer to and adopt certain 
sections of the Tramways Act of 1870, relating to accounts 
to be given of the “number of passengers” conveyed. 
‘These provisional orders declare that in construing those 


sections for these purposes ‘‘the ression ‘ passengers) 
aims, peods, minevale and percals.” ' 
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SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of 
this association took place at the Law Institution, Chan- 
-lane, London, on Wednesday last, May 8. Grants of 
relief were made amounting in the whole to £235. Sixteen 
new members were added to the association, and other gen- 
eral business was transacted. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 


At the usual monthly meeting of the directors, held at the 
hall of the Incorporated Law Sooiety, Chancery-lane, on 
Thursday, the 2nd inst., the following being present, viz., 
Mr. Desborough (chairman), and Messrs. Burges, Carpen- 
ter, Collisson, Drew, Hedger, Kelly, Nisbet, Parkin, Saw- 
tell, Sidney Smith, H. Vallance, and Boodle (secretary). 

A grant of £50 was made toa member suffering from 
bodily and mental infirmity, the sam of £35 was distri- 
buted among four members’ cases, one new member was 
elected, a report to be laid before the Annual General 
Court, on the 23rd inst., was considered and agreed on, 
and the ordinary business was transacted. 


LAW STUDENTS DEBATING SOCIETY. 


This society held its usual pg Ale on Tuesday 
evening last, the 7th inst., at the Law Institution, Chan- 
cery-lane, Mr. A. M. Ellis, LL.B., in the chair.. The 
question appointed for the evening’s debate was:—‘“Is a 
railway company liable as a common carrier in respect of 
passengers’ luggage?’ the cases given for.reference being 
Cohen v. South-Eastern Railway Company (24 W. R. 522) ; 
Le Couteur v. London and South-Western Railway Company 
(L. R. 1 Q. B. 54); Butcher v. London and South-Western 
Railway Company (16 C. B. 13}; Richards v. London, 
Brighton, and South Coast Railway Company (7 OC. B. 839); 
and Great Northern Railway Company v. Shepherd (8 Ex. 
30). Mr. J. Indermaur opened the question in the affirma- 
tive, fully showing how the law of common carriers would 
apply to passengers’ luggage. Mr. E. R. Carr also sup- 

rted the affirmative, negative being maintained by 
Mr. J. Van Sommer, jun.,and Mr. C. 8. Eady, LL.D., who 
5 pergw d argued that the cases reported on the subject 
did not bring the question within the Carriers Act, as the 
were chiefly decided on the ground of negligence, whi 
could not arise if a railway company was an insnrer of 
passengers’ luggage as a common carrier. At the conclu- 
sion of the debate the opener replied, and the question was 
decided by a majority of votes in the affirmative. 


UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The society met at Clement’s-inn Hall on Wednesday 
evening last, Mr. J, Eustace in the chair, to discuss the 
following proposition :—‘‘ That this meeting approves of the 
objections urged in the Marquis cf Salisbury’s circular to 
the treaty of San Stefano.” Mr. E. H. Pickersgill, in opening 
the debate, strongly approved of the objections urged by 
Lord Salisbury to the treaty of San Stefano; pointing out 
in particular that the proposed retrocession of Bessarabia 
would give Russia an unlimited power over the Danubian 
navigation ; that Bulgaria was virtually constituted a 
Russian province; and that the accession of territory in 
Armenia threatened our Indian Empire. Mr. Rubinstein 
opposed, and was followed in the debate by Messrs. 
Hamilton, Kinsford, Moyle, Owen, and Dowson. On the 
chairman putting the question to the meeting, the affirmative 
was carried by a majority of nine. 

a mained 


BIRMINGHAM LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


An ordinary meeting of this society was held on the 30th 
ult. at the Birmingham Law Library, Bennett’s-hill, R. A. 
Pinsent, Esq., in the chair. A discussion took place upon 
moot point No. 598—“Is the decision in the case of 
Woodley v. Metropolitan Railway Company (46 L. J. R. Ex. 
621, L. R. 2 Ex. D, ae) (2) in accordance with the settled 
law on the subject, or () consistent with natural equity?” 
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Messrs. Tyler, Bayley, Taylor, Robinson, Edwards, Samuel, 
and Shore supported the affirmative, and Messrs. Rodgers, 
Soutter, Crosskey, and Plant the negative. Both questions 
were decided in the affirmative by majorities of eight and 
six respectively. A vote of thanks to the chairman con- 
cluded the meeting. 


nena 


SHEFFIELD DISTRICT INCORPORATED LAW 
SOCIETY. 


The inaugural dinner of this society was held on Tues- 
day evening at the Freemasons’ Hall, Surrey-street, Sheffield, 
and was attended by upwards of sixty of the leading 
solicitors in Sheffield, Rutheram, Chesterfield, and Barnsley. 
Mr. W. Wake presided, and Mr. Overend, Q.C., Mr. John 
Dixon, of London, Mr. T. W. Rodgers, Mr. J. E. Barker, 
Mr. Harold Thomas, Mr. J. T. Dodd, and Mr. S. H. Gatty, 
barristers-at-law, accepted the invitation of the society, and 
were present. This society was ineorporated in the year 
1875, with forty-eight members ; but it now consists of no 
less than 117, resident in the towns above mentioned, and 
was stated by one of the speakers to rank in numbers only 
after the three law societies of Liverpool, Manchester, and 
Birmingham. A most enjoyable evening was spent. The 
proceedings were agreeably diversified by songs. In the 
course of the proceedings Mr. William Smith proposed in 
felicitous terms the health of Mr. Overend, Q.C., to which 
that gentleman responded, and attributed his success at the 
bar, frcm the time of his beginning practice in 1837 to the 
date when he sought the otiwn cum dignitate of private life, 
to the manner in which he had been supported by the solici- 
tors of the district. On the occasion of the sentiment “ The 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association” being proposed, it 
was felt that the evening should not pass without the 
funds of the association receiving material support, and 
accordingly a number of members present became either 
annual or life subscribers. The amount contributed ex- 
ceeded £50. The town clerk, who is a trustee of the asso- 
ciation, responded to the toast. The following toasts, besides 
the usual loyal toasts, were also proposed:—“ The Bench 
and the Bar,” proposed by Mr. C. Newman; Mr. T. W. 
Rodgers and Mr. 8. H. Gatty responded. “The Sheffield 
District Incorporated Law Society,” proposed by Mr. 
Barker ; the president responded. “The Incorporated Law 
Society of the United Kingdom,” “The Associated Provin- 
cial Law Societies, and the Country Law Societies,” pro- 
posed by Mr. A. Thomas. ‘“ The Committee,” proposed by 
Mr. W. J. Clegg; Mr. A. Wightman and Mr. G. E. 
Webster responded. #The Ladies,” proposed by Mr. J. 
Dixon; Mr. J. T. Dodd responded. 


BRISTOL LAW STUDENTS’ DEBATING 
SOCIETY. 


The annual meeting of this society for the past session 
(1877-78), was held in the Law Library, on Tuesday even- 
ing, the 16th of April. 

The following resolutions were carried :— 

(a.) ** That this society desires to thank the members of 
the Bristol Incorporated Law Society, for their kindness in 
allowing the meetings to be held in the Law Library,” 

(5.) ‘That this society thanks the president, vice-presi- 
dents, and honorary members, and especially those gentlemen 
who have presided over the meetings for debate, for the in- 
terest they have taken in the society.” 

The following gentlemen were elected to be the officers 
and committee of the society for the ensuing year :—Messrs. 
A. M. Millard (chairman), W. C. H. Cross (home secretary), 
W. Strachan (hon. treasurer), A. H. Hughes, and F. Sturge, 

The coumittee’s report, which was read and adopted, was 
as follows :— 

‘‘The seventh annual report of the proceedings of this 
society, presented in accordance with the rules, shows that 
during the present session fifteen new members have joined 
the society, which now numbers forty-one. 

“ There have been twelve meetings for debate, at which 
the average attendance has been eleven, and the average 
number of speakers eight. 

“Tn addition to the debates which have taken place durin 
the session, W. H. Gibb, Esq., barrister-at-law, was kin 
enough to read # paper on ‘The Repression of Juvenile 
Crime’ at a meeting held on the 18th day of December. 

“Your committee record with great satisfaction that the 
Ciifford’s-inn prize at the final examination of the lucor- 





rated Law Society in November last, was gained by Mr, 

. W. B. Tayler, one of our members, to whom the usual 
prize of books was awarded. A special vote of i 
to Mr. Tayler was also passed, and a copy forwarded to him, 

“The only change in the committee during the pregeng 
session was caused by the retirement of Mr. R. H. Carpenter 
the hon. treasurer of the society; the vacancy on the com. 
mittee was filled by the election of Mr. F. Sturge, Mr, 
Strachan at the same time becoming hon. treasurer. 

“ The society has received every assistance from its hono- 
rary members, and from the legal profession in Bristo} 
generally. 

“The treasurer’s report, as may be seen from the balance. 
sheet, continues to be satisfactory. 

“ Your committee consider that the present session has, on 
the whole, been a prosperous one, as, although the attendance 
has been somewhat small, the debates have usually been wel} 
sustained, as appears from the number of members who have 
taken part in them. 

“In conclusion, it is hoped that all who take an interest 
in this useful portion of professional training, will uss their 
influence with law students in Bristol to make this society 
as successful and valuable as are similar societies flourishing 
in other large towns.” 








Appotuturents, Ete. 


Mr. Jutian GOLDSsMID, barrister, M.P., has succeeded to 
a baronetcy by the death of his uncle, Sir Francis Henry 
Goldsmid, Q.C., M.P. ‘The new baronet is the son of the 
late Mr. Frederick David Goldsmid, and was born in 1838, 
He was educated at University College, London, and 
graduated at the University of London, B.A. (in classi-- 
cal honours) in 1859, and M.A. in 1861. He was called to 
the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Hilary Term, 1864, and has 
practised on the Oxford Circuit. Sir J. Goldsmid was 
M.P. for Honiton in the Liberal interest from 1866 till 1868, 
when he unsuccessfully contested Mid-Surrey, and he has 
represented the city of Rochester since 1879. He is a magis- 
trate and deputy-lieutenant of Kent, a member of the senate 
of the University of London, and a fellow and member of 
the council of University College. 

Mr. Wittiam Greaves, of 11, John-street, Bedford-row,. 
and 19, Marlborough-place, St. John’s Wood, solicitor, 
has been appointed a Perpetual Commissioner for taking 
the Acknowledgments of Married Women in and for the 
County of Middlesex and the Cities of London and West- 
minster. 

The Right Hon. Garnorne Harpy, barrister, D.C.L,, 
Secretary of State for India, has been created Viscount 
Cranbrook, of Hemsted, in the county of Kent. The new 
peer isthe third son of the late Mr. John Hardy, many 
years M.P. for Bradford, and was born in 1814. He was 
educated at Shrewsbury School and at Oriel College, 
Oxford, where he graduated second class in classics in 
1836. He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in 
Easter Term, 1840, and practised for several years on the 
Northern Circuit. He unsuccessfully contested Bradford 
in the Conservative interest in 1846, and he represented! 
Leominster from 1857 till 1865, when he was elected M.P. 
for the University of Oxford, defeating Mr. Gladstone, 
and he bas since retained the seat. Viscount Cranbrook 
was Under-Secretary of State for the Home Department 
from March, 1858, till June, 1859. He was appointed 
president of the Poor Law Board in July, 1866, and held 
the office till the following May, when he succeeded Mr. 
Walpole as Home Secretary, which office he held till 
December, 1868, On the formation of the present Govern- 
ment he was appointed Secretary of State for War, and he 
recently succeeded the Marquis of Salisbury as Secretary 
of State for India. Viscount Cranbrook is a bencher of 
the Inner ‘Temple, an honorary D.C.L. of the University of 
Oxford, a magistrate and deputy-licutenant for the West 
Riding of Yorkshire, and a magistrate for Kent, and he 
was for several years chairman of quarter sessions for the 
Western Division uf the latter county. 

Mr. Avovstvs Wiut1am Wortaston, barrister, of 
Allahabad, has been appointed Translator to the Government 
of the North-West Provinces and the Punjaub. Mr. Wollas-. 
ton was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in Trinity 
Term, 1872. 





8 3 EReowes OS es we ce be ee pe a eee 


SRZFPESGEEsbepsewe ese 


rN 


me er ew Fr Se 


Fomor FT 


Se ee OP BS as & ete 


May 11, 1878. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 549 








Obituarp. 


SIR FRANCIS HENRY GOLDSMID, Q.C., M.P. 


Sir Francis Henry Goldsmid, baronet, Q.C., M.P., died 
at St. Thomas’s Hospital on the 2nd inst., from the effect of 
an accident. He was a passenger by a train arriving at 
the Waterloo Station on that evening, and left the carriage 
before it had stopped at the platform. He was thrown 
between the platform and the train, and received severe 
injuries. He was at once removed to the hospital, but died 
within an hour of his admission. The deceased baronet 
was.the son of Sir Isaac Lyon Goldsmid, baronet, Baron de 
Goldsmid and de Palmeira, in Portugal. He was born in 
1808, and sueceeded his father in the baronetcy and in the 
Portuguese barony in 1859. He was called to the bar at Lin- 
cola’s Inn in Hilary Term 1833, and practised for many years 
in the Court of Chancery. He was created a Queen’s Counsel 
in 1858, being the first barrister of the Jewish religion who 
had attained to that rank, but he had for many years ceased 
topractise. Sir F. Goldsmid had been M.P. for Reading 
in the Liberal interest since 1860, and was very popular with 
all classes in the borough. He took an active part in all 
political questions, especially that of the admission of Jews 
to Parliament, and as long ago as 1830 he published a pam- 

t entitled “ Remarks on the Civil Disabilities of British 
jews.” The deceased was possessed of great wealth, and 
was & liberal supporter of all charitable and philanthropic 
movements. He had only lately contributed £5,000 
towards the new town hall and public reading room at 
oie. He was a magistrate and deputy-lieutenant for 
Berkshire, a bencher of Lincoln’s Inn, and president of the 
Senate and treasurer of University College, London. 
Sir F. Goldsmid married his cousin, the daughter of the 
late Mr. Moses Asher Goldsmid, but leaves no son, and he is 
succeeded in the baronetcy by his nephew, Mr. Julian Gold- 
smid, M.P. for Rochester. 


MR. WILLIAM MAWDESLEY CHARNLEY. 


Mr. William Mawdesley Charnley, solicitor, of Preston 
and Blackpool, died at the Knowle, Blackpool, on the 21st 
ult. Mr. Charnley was the son of Mr. William Charnley, 
solicitor, and was born in 1841. He was admitted a 
solicitor in 1868, and carried on business both at Preston 
and Blackpool. He was for several years in partnership 
with his father, but had more recently been associated with 
Mr. Richard Finch. For about ten years he held the office 
of clerk of the Blackpool Local Board, In 1876, on the 
incorporation of Blackpool, he was elected as the first town 
derk of that borough, but a year later he was compelled by 
the weakness of his health to retire from the office. He 
Was @ commissioner for oaths in the High Court of Judica- 
ture, a perpetual commissioner for the County Palatine of 
Lancaster, and clerk (jointly with his father) to the commis- 
sioners of taxes for the borough of Preston and the Hundred 
of Amounderness. His firm are also joint-clerks to the 
Layton-with-Warbrick Local Board, and to the Blackpool 

ial Board, and to the Wortham and Wrightington and 
the Wigan and Preston Turnpike Trusts, and also 
treasurers of the Blackburn, Preston, and Garstang Turn- 
pike Trusts. Mr. Charnley’s prematuro death has caused 
great regret both at Preston and at Blackpool. 


MR. THOMAS BIRCHALL. 


Mr. Thomas Birchall, solicitor, of Preston, died at 
Manchester, on the 3rd inst., after a short illness. Mr. 
Birchall was the son of Mr. Thomas Birchall, solicitor, of 
Preston, and was born in 1809. Having been articled to 
his father, he was admitted a solicitor in 1832, and he was 

e several years a clerk in the office of Messrs. Gorst & 
Birchall. his father’s death he wont into partnership 
With Messrs. Edwards, Chaddock, Gorst, & John Gorst, 
and he had been for several years the head of the firm, 
having been more recently associated with Mr. Thomas 
Wilson and Mr, Frederick Campbell Hulton. The firm 
; been for many years the deputy clerks of the peace 
or the County Palatine, and also joint clerks to the county 
magiatrates for the Croston and Hufford divisione, and to 
the Finnington and Chorley turnpike-road trusts. Mr. 





Birchall discharged his public duties with great industry 
and courtesy, and was universally popular. In 1847 he 
was elected a member of the Preston Town Council, and 
he was mayor of the borough for the year 1847-8. Shortly 
afterwards he was elected an alderman, but ata later date 
he relinquished municipal life in consequence of the 
pressure of ional engagements. Mr. Birchall was 
an active Conservative, and had acted as-chairman of the 
Conservative committee in many elections, and on one 
occasion an attempt was unsuccessfully made to induce 
him to become a candidate for the representation of Preston. 
The deceased was very liberal and public-spirited in 
local matters. He was formerly president of the Avenham 
Mechanics’ Institute, and at the time of the erection of the 
building he advanced the greater part of the sum required 
far the purpose, without interest and without security. 
He was also vice-chairman of the Preston Gas Company, 
and Lientenant-Colonel of the 21st Lancashire Artillery 
Volunteers. He had much love for art, and 

@ valuable collection of pictures. He leaves a widow, but 
no family. 








heqal Pews. 


The Recorder of Dublin, in opening the Quarter Sessions 
on Tuesday, expressed regret that transportation had been 
abolished, and said that under the present system of penal 
servitude judges had nothing before them but the 
task of sending back habitual criminals to prison, with the 
prospect of seeing them returned to the streets no better, 

worse, than when they were sentenced. 
had millions of acres of land in the colonies on which. they 
might be profitably employed. 

At the Bradford County Court, on the 3rd inst., am ap- 
plication was made for the adjournment of a case, when the 
judge (Mr. W. T. S. Daniel, Q.C.) took occasion to remark 
that when the returns were sent up to London he was 
afraid they would show that the Bradford County Court 
was badly conducted, because of the large number of cases 
which had been adjourned during the year. Within the 
last three months had been a very large number of 
adjourned cases. He had no doubt suitors suffered in con- 
sequence, and it might be that those in authority would not 
exactly understand how it was that they should suffer, but 
he thought it would be plain to the public that where such 
jurisdiction as that which existed in bankruptcy was con- 
joined with county court jurisdiction, the two could not be 
conducted without one or the other suffering. He thought 
that to those who practised in this court it must be evident 
that the arrears had really arisen in consequence of the 
pressure of bankruptcy business. If there should be ex- 
tended jurisdiction given, as seemed to be the expectation 
in some quarters, he confessed that, bad as matters were 
now, they would be worse, because the effect would be to 
increase the business of the court, and if it was increased 
he could not see how it could possibly be done. Continuous 
sittings in Bradford, he believed, would be the only remedy. 
His observation and experience was, that throughout the 
whole of the West Riding, if there were extended jurisdic- 
tion, the business of every court in the West Riding would 
be | y increased, As far as the West Riding was con- 
cerned, which was a most Ses puree part of the commercial 
manufacturing and industrial interests of the county, there 
wasno conflicting interest which could mae the fair opera- 
tion of extended jurisdiction, but he believed that not only 
at Bradford, but in every court in the West Riding, it would 
be that if there were extended jurisdiction there 
would be such an increase that some other arrangement 
would be necessary. If extended jurisdiction were given it 
was even of greater importance that it should be given in 
matters of ership and matters of trust. If it were to 
be increased, parties whe were bye er to wrong and had 
no means of redress, would have afforded to them by the 
county court a tribunal they did not now possess without 
the expense of going to the higher courts. The work of 
the county court so extended would not. be taken from the 
superior courts, but would create business of its own. 
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‘THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL ON COUNTY 
COURT EXTENSION. 


In the debate on besa ag | evening in the House of 
Commons on Mr. Cowen’s Bill, the Attorney-General said 
that after a careful consideration of its provisions, he must 
offer his opposition to the Bill. He based his opposition 
on reasons which he would briefly explain. Under the 
Judicature Acts passed in 1873 and 1875, after the subject 
had been carefally investigated by a commission, a very 
great alteration in our system of judicature was established, 
and doubtless the Legislature intended that the new system 
should be a permanent one, or, at any rate, that it should 
not be disturbed in its main features for a considerable time 
‘te'come. Therefore it would be a very strong measure to 
-alter and uproot the system then established unless 
there existed an soniiiaion reason for so doing. 
The new system did not at first work satisfactorily and 
there were complaints of arrears, and a t block of 
‘business in consequence of those arrears. Where the block 
pressed most severely, namely, in the Court of Chancery, 
‘mew judge was appointed, and the consequence was that in 
the chancery courts a block existed no longer, or, at all 
events, not to the same extent as before. In the other 
branches of the High Court of Justice there were still, no 
doabt, arrears and accumulations, but they were disappear- 
ing, and he dare say that before a long period had elapsed 
it would be found that the block of business had been 
cleared away, and that the courts were enabled to grapple 
with the cases that were brought before them with the 
greatest possible facility. No doubt, in consequence of 
the accumulations which arose in our courts shortly after 
the Judicature Act came into operation, there was a good 
deal of complaint, and many suggestions were made 
with the object of remedying the defects which were 
felt. Some suggested that the difficulty would be met 
by increasing the number of judges; others came to 
the conclusion that considerable relief might be afforded 
by increasing the jurisdiction of the county courts, 
and that it would be an advantage to the com- 
munity generally that the jurisdiction of the exist. 
ing county courts should be considerably increased. He for 
one was glad to bear testimony to the great usefulness of 
the county courts; and many hon. members being of 
opinion that advantage would arise from increasing the 
jurisdiction of the county courts, three Bills had been intro- 
duced this session to accomplish that object. Now, those 
Bills did not, at all events in the opinion of the Gover- 
ment, interfere materially with the system of judicature 
established by the Judicature Act, and they did not at all 
interfere with the principles of the county courts themselves, 
Speaking for himself, and without having the advantage of 
knowing the results of the investigation that was about to 
be made with reference to these Bills, he was certainly of 
opinion that it would be an advantage to increase the 
jurisdiction of the county courts. His own opinion was 
that concurrent jurisdiction should be given, and that people 
should not be driven to the county courts, but should be 
allowed to go to them if they desired to do so, The Govern- 
ment, considering the nature of those Bills, thought it right 
that they should receive a second reading, and should then 
be referred to a select committee. That was accordingly 
done, and he was informed that the select committee would 
very shortly embark on its labours. But those Bills were of 
B different character from the Bill of the hon. member 
for Newcastle. His Bill was a measure of a very ambitious 
and very comprehensive character. It would, in his (the 
Attorney-General’s) opinion, altogether upset the syst-m of 
judicature which was established in 1873 and 1875. It was 
very important that when a great measure of legal reform 
had been introduced it should, at all events, be allowed time 
to have fall operation, to see whether it would work well or 
not. He did not think that any commercial gentleman who 
had frequently to embark in litigation was of opinion that 
the courts of assize were not excellent courte for the disposal 
of business brought before them. It might be contended 
that they did not sit with sufficient frequency, but that 
could be remedied without destroying the whole system. 
What would be the effect of the Bill of the hon. gentlemen 
on that system? It was proposed by his Bill to ersct in 
seven or nine great centres of population county courts of a 


the High Court. It was also proposed to give to her Ma- 
jesty power by an order in Privy Council to erect these 
superior county courts in any other place that her Majesty 
might think proper. To these county courte there 
was given unlimited jurisdiction. The Bill proposed 
to give them unlimited jurisdiction to try any case that 
® superior court might try ; bat if the matter in dispute 
exceeded £500, or the value of the estate to be adminig- 
tered exceeded £5,000, the defendant had the option of 
ousting the jurisdiction of the court by objecting to the 
exercise of it. The judges of these courts were to receive 
£3,000 a year, and they were to have a very large and ex. 
pensive staff. What would be the effect of this? If 
these courts gave satisfaction to the dwellers in the towns 
where they were established, the business of the High 
Court would so far be extinguished, and there wonld 
be no farther business for the judges of the High Court, 
except that of sitting in London and hearing appeals, 
Surely that. was not the intention of the Legislature when 
the Judicature Act was passed? Was it desirable that the 
legal business of the country should be transacted 
by judges who would te regarded by the country, at all 
events, a8 inferior judges? Suppose the courts to be 
established by this Bill should not give satisfaction; 
the country would be saddled with a number of 
judges, with salaries of £3,000 a year and an expen- 
sive staff, who would practically have nothing to do. 
Suppose these courts attracted considerable business, but that 
considerable business was still left to the old courts; we 
should have two courts d of concurrent jurisdiction 
which would be altogether out of harmony with each other, 
and would be guided by different rules, There would be not 
only two, but three sets of courts, because we had the pre- 


regulated by a different principle. In some places—such as 
Liverpool—where there was a court of passage there would 
be four jurisdictions. For these reasons he could not assent 
to the second reading of the Bill. Nor did he think it was 
desirable that it should be referred to the select committee, 
because, if the Government assented to that course, it would 
be assumed that they approved the principle of the Bill.. But 
he was bound to add that there were a great many provisions 
in the Bill apart from its main provisions which were very well 
worthy of consideration, especially those relating to registrars 
of the county courts. 
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Leqislattaw of the Week. 


HOUSE OF COMMONS. 
MAY 6.—BILLS READ A SECOND TIME. 

Privatz Bitis.—Blackburp, Accrington, and Over 
Darwen Tramways, Blackpool Pier, Castleford and Whit- 
wood Gas, Clitheroe Gas, Water, and Improvement, 
Normanton Gas. 

Monuments (Merzoro.is). 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Paivate Bitts.—Cleator and Workington Janction Rail- 
way, Croydon Tramways, Great Eastern Railway (Northern 
Extension), Hemel Hempsted District Gas, Leominster 
and Bromyard Railway, London and South-Western Rail- 


way. 
. BILLS PASSED THROUGH COMMITTEE. 

Pier anp Harsovur Orpers Oonrinmation (No. 1). 
Avvutreration or Szeps Act (1869) AMENDMENT. 
MAY 7.—BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 

Private Bitts.—Great Northern Railway (Spalding to 
Lincoln), London and North-Western and Furness Railway 


Companies. 

BILLS READ A FIRST TIME. 

Antisans’ aND Lasovrers’ Dwewunes (Provisional 
Onpers). Loca Government ProvisionaL Oxpers 
(Drorrwicu, &.). Loca, Government Provisional 
Oxpers (Butrez Union, &c.). Loca Goveanment 





ProvisionaL Onpers (Botpra, &c.) Locan Govern- 
ment Provisional Oxpers (Apsroavenny Union, &c.). 
MAY 8.—BILL PASSED THROUGH COMMITTEE. 
Government Provistonat Orpen ffanranen, &o.). 
BILLS READ A THIRD TIME. 
Avvuirzenation oy Szzps Acr (1869) Amenpmznt. Bins 





superior character, courte which were not county courts 
really, but were intermediaries between county courte and 
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Hiab Court of Justice, 


COMMON PLEAS DIVISION. 
(Before Denman, J.) 
May 2.—In re Edward Stanley Bent. 

Murray, on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society, 
moved for a rule calling on Edward Stanley Bent, a solici - 
tor of the court, to show cause why he should not be strack 
off the rolls. He was tried before Lord Justice Brett at 
the Manchester Assizes on the 20th of March last. In an 
indictment of a man for receiving stolen goods, knowing 
them to have been stolen, Mr. Bent having been concerned 
in defending the thief, he had taken the goods in satisfac- 
tion of his costs, for which he was tried, convicted, and 
sentenced to be kept in penal servitude for five years. 
Under those circumstances, I ask for a rule to show cause 
why he should not be struck off the roll. 


Rule granted. 





County Courts. 


WANDSWORTH. 
(Before H. J. Stonor, Esq., Judge.) 
May 7.—Evans §¢ Salmond v. Smith, ~ 
A post office order is a negotiable instrument. 

His Honour :—In this case plaintiffs, who are solicitors 
and partners, sue the defendant for the sum of £2 19s, 2d, in 
respect of a post office order belonging to the plaintiffs 
which was stolen by the plaintiffs’ clerk, the plaintiffs’ 
signature being forged thereto, and the said order nego- 
tiated and assigned to the defendant, who subsequently 
obtained its value. One of the plaintiffs proved substane 
tially the facts as alleged in the claim. A clerk from the 
General Post Office produced the post office order in ques- 
tion, which, however, appeared to have been signed 
“Evans & Co.,” and not “Evans & Salmond,” the plain- 
tiffs’ names in which the order had been issued, and he also 
proved that when a post office order was crossed and paid 
through a bank, the post office authorities would not pay 
it except through such bank, and took no notice of the 
signature, and would even pay it without a signature. The 
defendant proved that she cashed the post office order in 
question at the request of the plaintiffs’ clerk, who had 
been known to her for some time, and paid it into her 
bank, which obtained payment of it from the post office. 

The principal question is whetber a post office order is 
a negotiable instrument as, or in the nature of, a bill of 
exchange. If it is, the defendant was justified and safe in 
cashing this order, being an innocent holder for value, 
and cannot be called upon to refund it. Now, a bill of 
exchange is defined to be “an unconditional written order 
from A the drawer, to B, the drawee, directing him to pay 
to C, the payee, a certain sum of money.” It is not 
necessary that the drawee’s name should be mentioned in 
the bill if there is a place of payment fixed, nor that the 
Payee's name should be mentioned if heis a person capable 
of being ascertained (Byles on Bills, 11th edition, pp. 
1, 80 & 89), and a post office order on the face of it 
appears to me to fulfil the above condition. The instruc- 
tions on the back of it, however, especially as to the 
remw A for the presentation of it within one year and the 
determination of the liability of the post office to pay it at 
the end of one year, and also after once paying it to any 
Person whomsoever, are certainly in the nature of condi- 
tions, or, at all events, restrictions, and so far militate against 
its being “an unconditional order.” Such conditions or 
restrictions, however, are of a very exceptional character, 
being imposed under the powers of an Act of Parliament 
controlling and —> as it were, the instrument it- 
self, and it may well be doubted whether they can deprive 

instrument of the character of negotiability which it 
otherwise might have. Supposing similar conditions or 
restrictions were imposed by Parliameat on bills of ex- 
change _feownlty, would it destroy their character of 
at - hg Again, bankers are, by the 16 & 17 
Vict. ¢. relieved from responsibility as to the 
gen of the indorsement to cheques payable to 





order in the same manner as the post office authorities are 
relieved from the responsibility as to post office orders, 
but such cheques are nevertheless negotiable. 

The interpretation of the term “‘ bill of exchange” in 
the Stamp Act, 1870, would, I think, clearly include a 
post office order. It is as follows :—‘* The term bill of 
exchange for the purposes of this Act, includes also 
“ draft,” ‘‘order,” ‘‘ cheque,” and “letter of credit,” and 
every document or writing, except bank note, entitling or 
purporting to entitle any person, whether named therein or 
not, to payment by any other person of or to draw upoh 
any other person for any sum of money therein mentioned,” 
and it would seem that, unless post office orders are 
exempted by any other Act of Parliament, they are liable 
to stamp duty, and the plaintiffs could not put the present 
post} office order in evidence for want of *a stamp, or 
consequently recover it in the present action. 

No evidence was offered as to the custom of merchants, 
bankers, or others to treat post office orders as negotiable, 
bat on the somewhat meagre state of facts before me, and 
especially considering the terms of post office orders and 
the practice of the post office authority with regard to 
them generally, and more especially those which are crossed 
and paid through bankers, I think there is sufficient 
evidence to warrant the conclusion that these instruments 
are negotiable, and I think that such conclusion is most 
beneficial for the public, and especially for the trading or 
poorer classes of the community, who must often find it 
convenient to get post office orders cashed by third parties 
instead of applying themselves at the post offices, possibly 
very distant, where they are payable. A cheque ona 
banker is, of course, a negotiable instrument; so is a 
promissory note by statute, and why not an order on the 
post office? The exact circumstances under which this 
post office order wag stolen were not proved before me, 
bat if the plaintiffs had, immediately on-its receipt, crossed 
it with their banker’s name, the fraud which was com- 
mitted could not have succeeded. Their negligence in this 
and perhaps other respects might possibly estop them 
from bringing the present action. 

On the whole, I find for the defendant, but with much 
doubt, and I shall give the plaintiffs liberty to appeal, if 
they desire it, on the following terms. The appeal to be 
by case, to be delivered to the defendant within one month, 
and to be settled by me if the parties differ, and the 
plaintiffs if successful to forego their costs of the avpeal. 
1 would add that the cases of Crowch v. the Credit Foncier 
of England (L. BR. 8 Q. B. 374,) and Goodwin v. Roberts (L. 
R. 1H. L. App. cases, 476,) appear to me to have a strong 
bearing upon the principa! point in this case. 

I allow the defendant's expenses, and in the event of my 
judgment being reversed, the plaintiffs will, of course, be 
entitled to the costs of the summons, and two witnesses, 
but not to the solicitors’ or counsels’ fees, as the amount 
claimed is less than £5. 
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Newman) SJ 

Flackfield & anr (Gush & P) v Binko (C J Davis) 

Mayor, Aldermen, &c, of Leeds (Norris, A & C) v Kirk 
(Nelson, B & N) 

Sansum (Goldring & J) v Binko (G M Wetherfield) 

Sharp (A E Copp) v Heron (Lewis, M & L) 
Ex 409 Dewar & Webb Eley) v Tinker & anr (Rollit & 


Sons) 
CP 416 Outten (Noon & C) v N Metropolitan Tram Co limd 
Godfray) SJ 
Ex 411 Markham (Parker & B) v Batch (J M Jenkins) 
QB 412 Burr (J Raven & Co) v Varty (Robinson & H) 
Ex 413 Wilmot (J T Shaplend) v ayy Ap rac 
Ex 414 Reed (Le Riche) v Whatley (R H B Macmullen) 
Ex 415 Hayeox (Rooks & Co) v Chetwynd (W C Hall) 
QB 416 Tett (S pee Blake (H W Chatterton) 
CP 417 a (F W Pamphilion) v Brown & ors (J B 
y, 
Q B 418 — (C H Hodgson) v Gooch, Bart (Lethbridge 
Q B 419 Fraser (Richardson & 8) v Kitchin (J Pettengill) SJ 
Ex 420 Lewis & anr (J Goren) v Mills & Co (Parkers 
QB 421 Hayler (W F Morrie) vy Whiteley (C M Roche) SJ 
Q B 422 Nichols (C V Field) v Great Eastern Ry Co (R T 


Roberts) 

QB 423 Hydraulic Engineering Co, limd (Woollacott & L) v 
Mc Haffie, Goslett & Co (Cheston & a, 

CP 424 Fearn (A S H Jones) v Bruton & anr (D Wade) 

Ex 425 Pascoe (Dangerfield & B) v Turner (Doyle & Sons) 

CP 426 Emma Silver Mining Co, limd (F W Snell) v Lewis 
& Son (Burton, ¥ & H) 8J 

QB 427 Brown, Marshalls & Co (Beale, M & Co) v Clark, 
Punchard & Currie (G Davis, M & Co) 

QE 4% =a & Son) v Benham (F W War- 


ing 
QB 42 Berrall (Hughes & Son) v Judge (In Person) 
CP 4 Willis (3 Toppin hy Smith (B aus 
CP 421 we (G@ W Weatherfield) v Belgrave (Galmoye 


P) 

Ex 422 Hamand (J B Batten) v Leeman (Tilleard & Co) 
Ex 423 own T Mose) v Murray (layton & J) 
QB 4% Pope (J Raven & Co) v Benham (J H Waring) 
QB 425 Same (Same) v Same Cone (2nd action) 
Ex 436 Rew & anr (J F Raw) v Coles (In Person) 
Ex 437 Ells (0 B Wooler) v Bollen & anr (W Morley) 
Ex 4% Archer (Thomson, Son & B) v Davie (Mutt & Meg 
QB 429 gr a oa aw v Randell, Saunders & Co, limd 
; (J Knight) v Gordon (Yorke & R) 
Geanpant) v Cogswell (5 T C pe) 

v Attenborough (J Atten- 


G H Hall) v RE Tu 
Brooks ry} rane AGP ” 
Comme & yard Osborne (Morten & 
¢ & Co (M Abrahams & R) v Coombe (Bran- 


e Conti Correnti (Dawes & 
v Barker (¥ Heritage & Co 
v « Patent Filter 
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QB 451 Jennens (E M Chubb) v Flower (Walter & 

Ex 452 Tucker & Co (Learoyd, L & P) v Fry & ors (W Beck 

an 453 Dunn (J T hte aan AY B nan & ors & 

CP 454 Peddie (Kisch, Son & H) v Ilett (H Reid) 

CP 465 Lawrence (J J Hutchinson) v The Patent Chef 
d’Euvre Show Tablet Co, limd (S Chapman) 

CP 456 Woods & anr (Pyke, I & P) v Marioni (S Tripp) 

Ex 457 Dodsworth (Lee & Bemberton) v Evans (E D Eagles) 

QB 458 Pendreigh (Pike & Son) v Hedger (W R 

Ex 459 Story & ors (A W Surtees) v Temple (Satchell & C) 

CP 460 Farmer (Lefroy & S) v Perry & Co (Lewis, M & L) 

QB 461 Holland ade) v Clench (Maples & Co 

Chy 462 Brooke (J A Redhead) v Wigg (tilne, R ™) 

Ex 463 Cheesewright (R P Upton) v Wells (Cunliffe, B & D) 


QB 464 Orchard (Clarke, W & R) v British Insurance Co 

wo eomge A 

Ex 465 Mugliston (G A Ollard) v Whitehouse (Poole & H) 

QB 466 om (E W Williams) v Gover (In Person) 
without jury 

CP 467 ayger (IE urner) v Foster (Loxley & M) 

QB 468 Franklin (G Thompson) v Lee (Parker, Lee & 0) SJ 

Ex 469 Groves (Carritt & Son) v Smith (Brighten & P) 

Ex 470 Switzer (Tilley & S) v Boyer (W S Fox) 

QB 471 Cowell (Kingsford & Co) v Dick (Prior, Bigg & Co) 

Ex 472 Pritchard (Gregory & Co) v Hulme (Robinson & P) 

CP 473 aaa (A W Gibbons) v Harrison & ors (Gregory & 


CP 474 Smith (Noon & C) v Tay & anr Pwo & Co) 
C P 475 Notman (S Price) v Mostyn (T G Everill) 
Ex 476 Furber & anr (R Furber) v Curtis & anr (W Eley) 


Be jury) 
CP 477 — (G M Weatherfield) v Berry (Gedge, Kirby 


Co 
QB 478 Shades (C F Emmott) v Whitehouse (Robinson & H) 
QB 479 Le R Metcalfe) v Denaby Main Colliery Co, limd 


(W B Brooke) 
Ex 480 Johnson (Crosse, Sons & R) v Atkinson & anr (G E 
Phillrisk 


Ex 481 Dell (Goldring & J) v Gray oe Person) 
QB 482 ye ory (H Kimber & Co) v Rawlinson (Hopwood & 


) 
C P 483 Foster (R W Stacpoole) v Billingham (G J P Caines 
Ex 484 Hayman (F A Sewty) v Edwards (Rickards, W & 
Chy 485 Waddell (A G Ditton) v Blockey (Flux & Co) SJ 
CP 486 De Fernek (R H Harris) v The Great Northern Ry 
Co (Nelson, B & x yd ; 
QB 487 = (Guscotte, W & D) v Palmer (Stephens, L 


Ex 488 Fletcher (T W Buckler) v McSheehan (W C mee 
Ex 489 Hudson & anr (Torr & Co) v Williams & anr (C 


& Co 

QB 490 Collin, (R H B Macmullen) v The Vestry of Padding- 
ton (J H Hortin) SJ 

Ex 491 Vincent (J J James) v London, Brighton, & South 
Coast Ry Co (Norton, R & Co) SJ 

Ex 492 — (Marchant & P) v Morandi & ors (G Brown & 


Ex 493 Hamilton (Bell & 8) v Robson (Parker, Lee & O) 
CP 494 Saul B sen & de sy v Kirk & Randal (E Hughes) 
Ex 495 The Household Fire & Carriage Accident Insurance 
Co, limd (W Evans) v Grant (Tucker & Co) 
CP 496 Olding & ors (Noon & C) v Duncan (H_ T Tiddeman) 
Q B 497 Fraser (Simson & Co) v Eaton (Tilleard & Co) 8J 
Q B 498 Wright (H W Christmas) v Taylor (W T Elliott) 
Q B 499 Goodlake & ors (Kendall & C) v Lambert (Thowson 


& G) 8J 
Ex 500 Forbes & anr senate, Son & B) v Lee Conservancy 
Board (R J Pead 
Ex 501 905) fj Pettingill) v Crawcour & Co (Dixon, Ward 
0 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
May 15.—Messrs. Epwin Fox & Bousriep, at the Mart, 10 
a.m., New River Shares (see advertisement, p. 5, May 4). 
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GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
3 Cent. Consols, 953 Annuitias, April, ’85, 9F 
Ditto for Account, Jane 3, 96 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
Do. 3 per Cent. Reduced, 943 Ex Bills ,£1000, 2 per Ct. 7 pm. 
New 3 per Cenv., 943 Ditto, £500, Do, 7 pm. 
Do. 84 perCent., Jan, °94 Ditto, 2100 & £36¢,7 pm. 
Do. 24 perCent., Jan. ’94 Bank of England Stook, 256 
Do 5 per Cent., Jan. '78 Ditte for Account. 


Annuities, Jan. ’80 


At the meeting of the shareholders of the National 
Provincial Bank, held on Thursday, a dividend and bonus 
of eleven per cent. for the half-year was declared, making 
with the distribution in January last, twenty-one per cent. 


for the year, and leaving a balance of £33,905 of undivided 
profits to be carried forward. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 
ALLEN.—May 3, at Manchester, the wife of Charles Royle 
Allen, solicitor, of a daughter. 

KiRKCcONNEL.—May 1 ,at Warrington, the wife of Edward 
Kirkconnel, solicitor, of a daughter. 

SnaacE.—May 4, at 5, Kensington-gardens-square, the wife 
of Thomas William Snagge, of the Middle Temple, barrister- 
at-law, of a son. 

MARRIAGES, 

DgaANE—CapDMAN.—April 30, at Pitsmoor, Sheffield, John 
Arthur Deane, of Batley, solicitor, to Maria Louisa, daughter 
of Henry Cadman, of Underwood House, Sheffield. . 

GREENWOOD—BRAITHWAITE.—May 2, at Kendal, Richard 
Hargraves Greenwood, solicitor, to Eliza, daughter of John 
Cartmel Braithwaite, West Bank, K endal. 


DEATHS. 
Gounencr> —May 2, Sir Francis H. Goldamid, bart., M.P., 


Waricut.—May 2, Mr. Charles Wright, solicitor, 122, Chan- 
cery-lane, aged 78, 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Professional Partnerships Dissolved. 
TvuespaY, May 7, 1878. 
Pme, Joseph Etches, and Joseph Mandale, Coleman st, solicitor. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 


Farpay, May 3, 1878. 
Limirep tx Caancery. 

Oatherton Colliery Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, pre- 

sented April 30, directed to be heard before V.C. Malins on May 17, 
k and Jonas, Serjeant’s inn, Chancery lane, agents for Chandler, 
Shrewsbury, solicitor for the petitioners 

Public Supp!y Association Company, Limited.—V.0. Malins has by an 
order dated April 17, appointed Frederick Bertram Smart, Cannon 
st, to be official liquidator 

Rock Ferry Skating Rink Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up, 
So April 26, directed to be heard vefore the M.R. on Saturday, 

11. Yeilding, Great George st, Westminster, agent tor Richard- 
a and Oo, Liverpool, solicitors for the petitioner 
Turspay, May 7, 1878. 
Limrrep in Caancerr. 

Dewsbury Co-Operative Manufacturing Company, Limited.—Petitio 
for winding up, presented May 1, directed to be heard betore V.C. 
Malins on May 17, Crook and Smith, Abchurch chambers, agents 
for Ibberson, Dewsbury, solicitor for the petitioner 

Ellwood Green Colliery ‘and Brick Company, Limited.—Petition for 

ing up, presented May 2, direeted to be heard before the M.R. 
on Saturday, May 18, Roberts, Coleman st, solicitor for the peti- 


Gold Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. Malins, dated 
380, it was ordered that the above company be wound up, Wild 
and Co, Ironmonger lane, solicitors for the petitioner 
Home Investment Society, Limited,—Petition for winding up, presen- 
ted May 2, directed to heard before V.C. Malins on May 17. 
‘atson and Oo, Bouverie st, Fleet st, solicitors for the petitioners 
Ivy House and North Wood Colliery Company, Limited.—Petision for 
winding up, Cerented May 4, direoted to be heard before the M.R. 
On May 18, Williamson and Co, Sherborne lane, King William st, 
Agents for Haigh and Son, Liverpool, solicitors for the petitioner 


Public Supply Associatiod, Limited.—V.C. Malina has by an order 
dated April 17,4 inted Frederick Bert t "i 
be liquidator rederic! ram Smart, Cannon ast, to 


ba vt 4 Ba a 

Y 8. 

Seftron Walden Railway Company. Creditors are required on or be- 
fore May 24, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars 
Of their debts or claims to the liquidators, at the office of the company, 
High st, Saffron Walden, Essex. Freoland and Bellingham, Saffron 
Walden, solicitors for the liquidators 

Tunspay, May 7, 1878. 

European Assurance Soclety.—Fival Notice to Claimants in England, 
Scotland, and Ireland to t their titles, All claime whereof the 


proof of their title addressed to the official liquidators, Westminster 
chambers, Victoria st 


CounTY PALATINE oF LANCASTER. 
Faway, May 3, 1878. 

White Ash Paper Company, Limited.—Petition for winding up prasen- 
ted April 27, directed to be heard before V.C. Little on Monday, May 
20, at 10.30, at Stone buildings, Lincoln’s ian. -Richardson and Soa, 
Manchester, solicitors for the petitioner 


Fripay, May 3, 1878. 


Staffordshire Advertiser Compositora’ Sick and Funeral Fund, Adver- 
tiser Office, Stafford. May 1 


TusspaY, May 7, 1878. 
Friendly Society of Men, George Inn, Inkberrow, Worcester. May 3 
Uckfield Central Provident Benefit Society, National School Room, 
Uckfield, Sussex. May 4 


Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Frrpay, May 3, 1878. 
Edmond, Henry, Stainton, Pembroke. May 3l. V.C. Malins 
Goddard, Thomas, Cavershall, Stafford, Surgeon, Jane10, Welch v. 
Goddard, MR. Ford and Ford, Howard st, Norfolk st 
Goddard, William, Stoke-upon-Trent, Mi 
dard v. Welch, M.R. Ford and Ford, Howard st, Norfolk st 
Nicholls, Harriet, Water lane, Stratford. May 15. Tregunona rv. 
Harris, V.C. Hall. Wastell, Strand 
Nockold, Maria, Edward sq, Caledonian rd. Jane 3. Nockold v. 
Nockold, V.C. Bacon. Mason, North buildings, Fins 
Tuite, Joseph Thomas, Rue de Namur, Brussels, . June 20. 
Dolman y, Danson, V.C, Malins, Woodrooffe, New sq, Lancoln’s 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Clarm. 
Fauwar, April 26, 1878, 
ag John, Queensbury, Bradford, Gent. Jane 8. Longbottom, 


Barrett, John, Truro, Draper. Jane 1. Hodge and Co, Truro 
Bohler, Christian Alexander, Via Bigli, Milan, Merchant, May 20. 
Ashley and Tee, Frederick's place, Oid Jewry 
= So Condock, Suffolk, Farmer. June 1. Westhorp, 
wic $ 
Deven Joseph, Flower and Dean st, Spitalfields, Lodging house Keeper. 
June 1. Cattarns and Co, Mark lane 
— —_ Cambridge terrace, Pimlico, Gent. June 24. Craig, 
rewsbury 
Denman, Henry, Campden Hill road, Kensington, Licensed Victualler. 
May 30, Stileman and Neate, Southampton street, Bloomsbury 


square 
England Elizabeth, Hyde park square. May 31. Paterson and Co, 
Chan lane 


ce 

Eyre, Thomas Hadson, Downs park road, Clapton, Gent. June !- 
Cattarns and Co, Mark lane 

neaeee, James, Sheffield, Gent. June 20. Broomhead and Co, 


Felton, Robert, Penge. Jane 24. Tizard and George, Melcombe 
s 


Ferrers, William Stewart, Stanhope gardens, South Kensington, 
Barrister-at-law. June 22. Markby and Co, Coleman st 
oaeaen, Daman, Liverpool, Oyster Merchant, June 1. Quinn and 


Sons, 
Kurtz, Charles, Sandhill, Liverpool, Manufacturing Chemist. June IS. 
Radcliffe and arg ae ‘ 

— mde Edward, Elsworth, Cambridge, Gent. May 31. Watts, 


it Ives 
Leach, Daniel, Ruscombe, Gloucester, Labourer. July Sl. Winter- 
botham, Stroud : 
Margaret, Shelbrook Hill, Salop. June 10. Hall and Son, Man- 


chester 
Mansbendel, Frederick, Acton st, Gray’s inn road, Patent Phosphor 


a Manufacturer. July 18. Smith and Co, Bread street, Cheap- 
e 


Martinson, Edward, Blaydon-on.Tyne, Durham, Innkeeper. Jane 30. 
bf Newoastle-upon-Tyne 
7 iliam, Cattistack, Dorset, Tailor. June 16. Baskett, Ever- 
ot 
Otton, George Ralph, High) ill, Istin: . Publisher, Jane 18. 
wr, Pp ighbury Hill, gton, . 
le, ae Great Stanmore, Gent. June 8. Eyre and.Co, Joba st, 
rd row 
bag, mong Bow road, Blacksmith. June 1. Cattaras and Co, 
—— Martha, Batley, York. July24. Whitaker, Lancaster place, 
Gkinner, Francis, Chanaral, Chili, Mine Agent. May 28. Dowling 
eaith. Witton ten Cheshire, F J 1. Breckleharst 
m, Harro! armer, Jane 1. 
see ee nemaateaqee- tpn, Cuttin, 
ames » Ne “¢ 
FR ag 
. . Juvel, Ward a ina square 
. Daiton-in-Furness, June i Batier and Soo, 
Ware, Gearge Honey Wibbert, Exmouth, Keg. May 8 Combeand 
enry mouth, \. . 
Bayly, Buckleradary 
vor, —_.  eirameane Acton, Gent. May 31, Hanbary and 
ew 
Williams, Bdward, Cattistock, Dorset, Miller. Jane 16. Baskett, Brer- 
Witham, Anna Maria, Guildford. June 1. Ward aad Oo, Gray's na 
ware 
- Barbara, The Cloisters, Gordon square. May 38. Heme 


end Co, Great James at, Bedford row 
Wormald, Fursival’ tomsrealy York, Ese. May 31. Smith, Bir- 





title is not, before J fected, shall be absolutely barred, All 
Claimants who have sel pes pechecteh their titles should at once send 
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Bankrapts. 
Frinay, May 26, 1878, 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 
To Surrender in London. 
Emden, Thomas Walter Lawahnce, Beaufort buildings, Strand, Archi- 
tect. Pet April 30. Hazlitt. May 15 at 12 i 
Jose, Richard, Putney, Warehouseman, Pet May 1. Spring-Rice. 
May 14 at 11 
Tucker, Frederick Walter, Wivanhoe rd, Peckham, Commission Agent. 
Pet May 1 Spring-Rice. May 14 at 12 
To Surrender in the Country. 
Bott, John, Bewdley, Worcester, Grocer. Pet April 27. Talbot. 
Kidderminster, May 31 at 12 
Capewell, Samuel, and Isaiah Skidmore, Dadley, Coal Masters. Pet 
April 30. Walker. Dudley, May 14 at 11.30 
Carr, William Henry, Sheffield, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet May 1. 
Wake. Sheffield, May 15 at 1 } 
Cooper, William. Greenland villas, Wood Green, Solicitor. Pet April 
30. Pulley. Edmonton, May 14 at 12_ p 
Hebden, James, Pickering, York, Provision Merchant. Pet April 29. 
Woodal!. Scarborough, May 14 at 2 
Jennens, Charles, Lozells, nr Birmingham, Jeweller, Pet May 1. 
Parry. Birmingham, May |6 at 2 d 
Mnnyard, Charles Matthew. Greenwich, Fly Proprietor. Pet April 30. 
PittTaylor. Greenwich, May 17 at 1 
Shenstone, Rose, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler. Pet April 30. Cooper. 
Liverpool, May 15. . 
Sudbury, James Pye, and William Sudbury, Ormekirk, Lancashire, 
Brewers. Pet April 30. Cooper. Liverpool, May 16 at 12 
Walton, Joseph, Fgremont, Cumberland, Innkeeper. Pet May 1. 
Were. Whitehaven, May 18 at 11. 
Wheeler, George, Aylesbury, Bucks, Cattle Dealer. Pet April 29. 
Watson. Aylesbury, May 20 at3 ; 
Williams, Thomas, Coedpoeth, Denbigh, Grocer, Pet April 29. Reid. 
Wrexham, May 20 at 12 
Toespay, April 30, 1878. 


Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debtst o the Registrar. 
#o Surrender in London. 

Hawkins, Ebenezer Alfred, and Frederick Silver, Birmingham, 
Jewellers. Pet May 2. Cole. May 21 at3 

Jones, Martha, Lady Margaret's rd, Kentish Town, out of business. 
Pet May 2. Pepys. May 22 at ll 

Wickens, Henry, Palmerston buildings, Old Broad st, Solicitor. Pet 
May 3. Keene. May 24 at 11.50 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Bradnum, James, Great Yarmouth, Potato Merchant. Pet May 2. 
Worlledge. Great Yarmouth, May 21 at 11 

Crofts, jun, John, Atterton, Leicester, Farmer. Pet May 2. Cole. 
Birmingham, Mey 2! at 2 

Horlock, John, Mistley, Essex, Master Mariner. Pet May 4, Barnes. 
Colchester, May 25 at 1 

Jolley, John Alfred, Birmingham, Retail Brewer. Pet May 2. Cole. 
Birmingham, May 28 at 2 

Mee, William, Attencliffe, York, Innkeeper. Pet May 3. ‘Wake, 
Sheffield, May 22 at 1 

Nicholson, John Arthur McDonga'l, Fairlawn, Surrey, no occupation. 
Pet May 2. Beil, King-ton, May 23 at 4 


BANKRUPTCIES ANNULLED. 


Fripay, May 3, 1878. 
Evans, John, Newtown, Worcester, Builder. April 17 

Tvespay, May 7, 1878, 
Conington, Henry Francis, Regent st, Gent. May 2 


Liquidations by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Faray, May 3, 1875, 

Akam, Benjimin, Bradford, Machine Wool Comber. May 15 at 11 at 
offices of Berry an‘ Robinson, Charles st, Bradford 

Andrews, William, Fortuneswell, Dorset, Grocer. May 21 at 12 atthe 
Crown Hotel, Weymouth. Howard, Weymonth 

Atkey, Henry, Scarburongh, Hotel Ke-per. May 7 at 2 at the Talbot 
Hotel, Malton. Moody and Co, Scarborough 

Axford, Isaac William, 8t George, Gloucester, Beer Retailer. May 13 
at 3 at offices of Clifton, Broad st, Bristol 

Baker, George, and William Bodington, Leamington Priors, Coal 
Merchants. May 15 at 2 atthe Crown Hotel, Leamington Priors. 
Sanderson, Warwick 

Barter, Edwin, Warminster, Wilts, Cabinet Maker. May 15 at 12 at 
8, High st, Warminster. Chapman and Pontiny, Warminster 

Blake, Benjamin, St Helen’s, Lancashire, Stone Bottle Manufacturer. 
May 15 at 2 at offices of Etty, Lord st, Liverpool 

Bone, George Robert William, Oli Ken: rd, Draper. May 27 at2 at 
offices of Waring. Borough High st, Southwark 

Bowcott, Thomas, Dowlais, Glamorgan, Publican, May 15 at 11 at 
offices of Le wis, Giebeland st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Bowers, Richard, S.afford, out of busin2ss. May 23 at 12 at offices of 
Greatrex, Bank chambers, Stafford 

Brake, John, Banwell, Somerset, Wine Merchant, May 17 at 11 at 
offices of Parsons, High st, Bristol. Baker and Co, Weston-super- 


e 

Brierly, William, Newcastle-opon-T yne, Grocer. May 12 at 11 at offices 
of Manford, Collingwood st, Newcastie-upon-Tyne 

Broom, Wiliam Willey, Exeter, Druggist. May 20 at 12 at Hexter’s 
Queen’s Hote), ¥xeter, Watts 

Broughton, Thomas, and Benjamin Broughton, Keighley, York, 
Worsted Spinners. May 17 at 11 at offices of Wright and Water- 
worth, Devonshire buildings, Keighley 

Backingbam, William Henry, G-orge Andrew Buckingham, and Alfred 


Burroughs, William, Byker. Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Spirit Merchant, 
May 16 at 11 at offices of Stanford, Collingwood st, Newcastie-upon- 


Tyne ; 

Cadle, Albert, Gloucester, out of business. May 14 at 2.30 at the Bell 

Hotel, Gloucester. Taynton and Son, Gloucester 

Calderbank, Nathan , Oldham, Grocer. May 20 at 3 at offices of Davies, 

Clegg st, Oldham 

Caplin, John, Montagu e court, Little Britain, Stick Mounter, May 

14 at 3at offices of Hubbard, the London Joint Stock Bank chambers 

West Smithfield “ 

Coulson, John William Edmund, Crewe, Jeweller. May 15 at 2 at 

offices of Warburton, Mill st, Crewe 

Cresswell, Joseph Silvers, Newca stle-upon-Tyne, Commission Agent, 

May 15 at 2 at offices of Hoyl e and Co, Collirgwood st, Newcastle. 

upon- Tyna 

Darling, Barkas, Jarrow, Durham, Printer. May 15 at 10 at offices of 

Seott, King st, South Shields 

Davies, Mary, Merthyr Tydfil, Innk eeper. May 17 at 1 at offices of 

James, High st, Merthyr Ty@fil 

Day, Ra'ph Sentimus, Hetton-le-Hole, Durham, Grocer. May 20 at 

2 at offices of Proctor, Silver st, Durham 

Denner, Thomas, Abergaveuny, Innkeeper. May 15 at 3 at offices of 

Jones, Frogmore st, Abergavenny 

Dickon, Jare, Liverpool, ‘Tea Dealer, May 17 at 12 at offices of Mar. 

tin, Castle st, Liverpool 

Dix, William Chatterton, Bristol, Bookseller. May 20 at 12 at offices 

of Broad, Small st, Bristol 

Emmirs, Walter, Dungannon terrace, Fulham, Dealer in Faney 

Goods. May 13 at 3 at offices of Lumley and Lumley, Old Jewry 

chambers 

Emms, Joshua, Camberwell rd, Camberwell, Working Jeweller, 

May 24 at 3 at offices of Woolf and Crump, Qneen st, Cannon st, 

Scoles, Queen st 

Evans, Alfred George, and Robert Webb, Old Cavendish st, En. 

gravers. May 27 at 3 at offices of Laing, Oid Cavendish st 

Ferguson, William, Filey, York, Tailor. May 15 at3 at the Castle 

Hotel, Queen st, Searborough. Richardson, Bridlington 

Fizar, Curtis, Lincoln, Compositor. May 15 at 12at offices of Brogden, 

Broadgate, Lincoln 

Frost, George, Adelaide rd, Haverstock hill, Butcher. May 22 at 3 at 
offices of Montagu and Co, Gray’s inn sq 

Failwell, David, Stourbridge, Mail Contractor. May 15 at 10 at offices 
of Wa'l, Union chambers, Stourbridge. Roskeil, Stousbridge ‘ 

Gardner, William, jun, Pendlebury, Lancashire, Watchmaker. May 
15 at 3at the Mitre Hotel, Cathedral gates, Manchester. Dewhurst, 
Manchester 

Gibbon, Morgan, Lantrissent, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 20 atll at 
offices of Reex, Cowbridge 

Gray, James, Moretronhampstead,' Devon, Licensed Appraiser. May 
15 at 2at the Castle Hotel, Castle st, Exeter. Harvey, Moretonhamp- 
stead 

Griffiths, Henry, St Clears, Carmarthen, Hotel keeper. May 16 at 
3.30 at the Blue Boar Hotel, St Clears. Evans, Carmarthen 

Ha'sa!!, Henry, Ormskirk, Lancashire, Grocer. May 17 at 2 at the 
Palatine Hotel, Manchester, ‘Tomkins, Liverpool 

Hardaker, Simeon, Hulme, Manchester, Draper. May 20 at 3 a 
offices of Sutton and Elliott, Fountain st, Manchester 

Harland, John Walton, Brandon Colliery, Durham, Boot and Shoe 
Maker. May 17 at 11 at offices of Chapman, Market place, Durham 

Hawo' th, John, Halifax, Worsted Spinner. May 21 at 11 at offices of 
Holroyde and Smith, Ward’s en, Halifax 

Heward, Henry Hargreaves, Chesterfield, Tailor. Miy 15 at 3 at offiess 
of Cutts and Co, Market Hall chambers, Chesterfisid 

Hodgson, Robert, Middlesborough, Beerhouse keepsr, May 13 at 3 at 
ottices of Hope, Zetland rd, Middlesborough 

Holdsworth, William, Rochdale, Stonemason. May 20 at 11 at offices 
of March, Lord st, Rochdale 

Howard, Hugh, Southport, Tailor. May 24 at 3 at offices of Hinde and 
Co, Mount st, Manchester 

Hudson, H-nry, Barrow-in-Furness, Draver. May 1|7 at 2 at the 
Imperial Hotel, Barrow-in-Fuiness. Nalder and Sanders, Barrow- 
in-Furness 

Huxley, Thomas, Sandpits, Birmingham, Dealer in Oil. May 7 a6 
10,15 at offices of East, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Ibbotson, William, Hooley hill, Lancashire, Hat Box Manufacturer, 
May !6 at 3 at offices of Coates, Old st, Ashton-under-Lyna 

Jackson, William, Cleator Moor, Saddler. May 17 at 3 at offices of 
Whiteside, Church st, Whitehaven 

Jarvis, Charles, Cinderford, Gloucester, Grocer. Muay 13 at 12 at 
offices of Parker, Newnham 

Jenkins, Jenkin, Gaythorn, Manchester, Builder. Muy 17 at 3 at 
offices of Smith, King st, Manchester 

Jervis, Richard, and John Jervis, Falcon sq, Aldersgate s'. Fancy 
Warehouveman. May 29 at 11 at il, Cheapside. Lumley and 
Lumley, Old Jewry chambers 

Johns, George, Moseley, Worcester, Bulldes. May 15 at 12 at officesof 
Southall ana Co, Waterloo st, Birminghain 

Kanye, Wiliam, and George Longley, Huddersfield, Coal Merchants. 

ay 16 at 11 at offices of Armitage, Lord st, Huddersfield 

Kelley, Frederick, Caythorpe, Lincoln, Piumber. May 22 at 1 at. the 
Bine Lion Inn, Market place, Gravtham. Durancs, Lincoln 

Kendall, William Thomas, Brockley, Kent, Commercial Sraveller. 
May '4 wt 2 at the Portiand Hotel, Greeuwich rd, Greewwich. 
Nea), Lime st 

Ke, William, jun, Peterborough, Rope Maker. May 17 at 12 at offices 
of Gaches, Cathedral gateway, Peterborough 

Lawson, George, Skelton-in-Cleveland, York, Butcher. May 22 at 
11.40 at offices of Draper, Finkle at, 8 ockton-on-Tees 

Lawson, William, jun, South Shields, Grocer, May 16 at 11 at offices 
of Hodge, Union chambers, Grainger at West, Newoaat\e-up n-Tyne 

Lawion, Joseph, Southport, Piamber. May 14 at 2 at the Law A 
tion Kooms, Cook st, Liverpool. Harris, Liverpool 





Loader, William, Sparkbrook, Worcester, Builder. May 16 at 3 at 
ffi es of Barber and Garland, Imporial B shambers, Colmore row, 


Buckingham, Leeds, Cigar Merchants. May 16 at 3 at the Guildhall }) Birmingham. Maher and Poneia, Birmingham 
Coffee House, Gresvam st. Maleoin 

Backiand, Thomas, Woo ton Bassett, Wilts, no occupation, May 15 at 
Ii at the Royel Oak Hotel, Wootton Bassett 


Lomas, Jobn, and William Lomas, Oullam st, Fenchurch st, Chemical 
sem. May 29 at 2 at offices of Nash and Field, Queen st, Cheap- 
le 
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» James, Tanerdy, Carmarthen, Weaver. Muy 16 at 10.15 at 
offices of Morris, Quay st, Carmarthen 


Lucas, Samuel Lucas Lancaster, Thuborouch, Devon, Esq, May 13 


at 3.30 at the Bridge Hall, Barnstaple. Chanter «nd Co, Barnstaple 
Luff, Henry, Ipswich, Builder, May 22 ut 2 at offices of Westhorp, 
Museum st, Ipswich 
Madgett, Timothy, Diss, Norfolk, Brass Founder. May 20 at 3 at offices 
of Sadd and Linay, Theatre st, Norwich 
Maffey, George, Maiden lane, King’s eross, Coal Dealer. May 16 at 2 
at offices of Kynaston and Gasquet, Queen st, Cheanside 
Marsden, David, Kirkgate Market, Leeds, Fruit Me-chant. May 16 at 
3 at offices of Lcdge, Park row, Leeds 
Marshall, Miller, Shipley, York, Worsted Spinner. May 17 at 3 at 
Offices of Wood and Co, Commercial Bank buildings, Bradford 
Mason, Henry, Barnsley, York, Provision Dealer. May 16 at 11 at offices 
of Senior, Regent st, Barnsley 
Mayou, Edward, and Thomas Herbert Kingsford, Wolverhampton, 
ine Merchants. May 17 at 11 at offices of Neve and Rutter, 
Darlington st, Wolverhampton 
‘McKenzie, Thomas, Byker, Newcastle-upon Tyne, Builder. May !3 at 
11 at offices of Harle and Co, Akenside hill, Newcas'le-upon-Tyne 
Meakin, Edward Ebenezer, Redhill, Surrey, Merchant. May 10 at 12 
at the Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Hayward, King st, Guildhell 
Mitchell, William, Withington, nr Manchester, Plumber. May 15 at 
ll.at offices of Sempson, South King st, Manchester 
North, Christopher, the elder, Wo'verhampton, Conmission Agent. 
May 18 at 11 at offices of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Page. Joseph, Tottenham, Hot Water Engineer. May 16at 12 at offices 
of Tattershall, Cheapside 
Page, Samuel, South Normanton, Derby, Builder. May 14 at 3 at the 
George Hotel, Alfreton. Thurman, Alfreton 
Paley, Robert, Bishopwearmouth, Durham, Grocer, May 14 at 2 at 
ees of the Incorporated Law Society, Arcade, Newcastle-on-Tyne. 
Graham and Richardson, Sunderland 
Parsons, Henry, Caledonian rd, Islington, Draper. May 15 at 3 at 
Offices of Ricketts, Frederick st, Gray’s ion rd 
Partington, William, Bolton, Lancashire, Milliner. May 15 at 11 at 
offices of Scowcroft, Townhall sq, Bolton , 
Patching, Richard, Euston rd, Gas Fitter. May.17 at 3 at offices of 
Briggs, Great James st, Bedford row 
Perkins, Mark, Barton Hi'l, Bristol, Butcher. May !4 at 11 at offices 
of Meeres, Nicholas st, Bristol 
Pickersgill, Thomas, Huddersfield, Currier. May !3 at 3 at offices of 
Ramsden and Sykes, John William st, Hadd-r-field 
Pickles, Levi, Coniston, Lancashire, Farmer. May 20 at 3.30 at the 
Crown Hotel, Coniston. Gatey, Ambleside 
Pickles, Richard, Coniston, Lancashire, Farmer. May 20 at 3.30 at 
the Crown Hotel, Coniston. Gatev, Ambleside 
Pigg, Walter Henry, and Clement Pigg, Norwich, Boot Manufacturers. 
May 17 at 11 at offices of Miller and Co, Bank chambers, Norwich 
Pollard, Tom, Bradferd, Arcnitect. May 15 at 3 at offices of Berry 
and Robinson, Charles st, Bradford 
Ridge, William, Cottenham, Cambridge, Grocer. May 17 at 12 at 
offices of Ellison and Co, Alex:n'ra st, Petty Cu y 
Rimmer, William, Southport, Timber Merchant. May 17 at 11 at offices 
of Threlfall, Lord st, Southport; 
Roberts, Anre, Birkenhead, Grocer. May 27 at 3 at offices of Connor, 
Ranelagh st, Liverpool. Nor’onand Mason, Liverpool 
Robson, William, Choppington, Northumberland, Greengrocer, May 15 
at 3 at offices of Nicholson, Bridge st, Morpeth 
Rogers, John, Rhosllanerchrngog, Denbigh, Licensed Victualler. 
May 18 at 3 at the Orost Foxes Inn, Llangollea. Sherratt, Wrexham 
Rogers, Walter Southwick William, Eas! bour..e, out of business. May 
16 at 10 at the Crown Hote!, Lewes. King 
Rotton, Ebenezer, Birmingham, Fish Merchant. May 14 at 12 at offices 
of Parr, Colmore row, Birmingham 
Ruben, Jacob, Hare st, Bethnal green, Cibine’ Maker, May 20 at4 
at offices of Mogg, High st Shoreditch. Clarke 
Sawyer, Richard, Southport, Wheelwright. May 16 at 11 at offices of 
Thre)fall, Lord st, Southport 
Slack, Job, Brassington, Derby, Coal Merchant, May 21 at 3 at offices 
of Hextall, Full st, Derby 
Smith, Francis Egerton, Waterloo, nr Liverpoo!, Music Seller. May 
Wat 2 at offices of Radcliffe and Layton, Hacken’s hey, Dale st, 


0 
Smith, James Edward, Northampton, Leather Factor. May 13 atthe 
Hote), Northampton, in lieu of the place originally 


named 

Smith, Thomas, Keighley, York,Shoemaker. May 17 at 3 at offices of 

Robi and Robi , Keighley 

Smithson, William Henry, Lesds, Grocer. May 15 at 3 ai offices of 
Walker, South parade, Leeds 

Somerfield, George, Wolverhampton, Beerse!ler. May 18 at 10.30 at 
offices of Willcock, Queen’s chambers, Nor‘h st, Welverhampton 

Stephens, Edward, Tottenham, out of business, May 17 at 3 at offices 

Stubbs, John st, Bedford row 
Taylor, George, Upper Brailes, Warwick, Farmer. May 17 at 10 at 
8 of Crosby, Bridge st, Banbu 

Taylor, Henry Char'es, jun, Masons’ Arms yard, Maddox st, Livery 

Stable Keeper. May 2i at 3 at the Guildhell Coffee house. Girdle- 


stone 
Taylor, John Grigg, Oldbury, Licensed Victualler. May 14 at 3 at 
of Shakespeare, Church st, Oldbury 
Thornhill, William Kirkbride, Stamford «t, Blackfriars rd, Hat Manu- 
turer. May 16 at 2 at the Mason’s Arms Tavern, Masons’ avenue, 
Basinghall st, Chalk, Moorgate st 
Turner, Walter, Twickenham, Carpenter. May 15 at 12 at offices of 
rose-and Co, Grecian chambers, D vereux court, Tempie 
Vallintine, Thomas William, Dover, Paper Hanger, May 16 at Il at 
of Worsfold and Qo, Cannon st 
Vasey, John, Pople: walk rd, Brixton, Baker. May 20 at 2 at offices 
of Layton and Co, Budge row 
Wake, John, Middiesborough, Tobacconist. May 14 at 11 at offices of 
m, Linthorpe rd, Middlesborough 
Walker, Hicharg, ewby, York, Farmer, May 11 at 11 at tho offices 
of Robson, Linthorpe rd, Middleskorough 
West Fee, Great’ Horwood, Buckingham, Miller. May 21 at 12 at 
the George Hotel, Aylesbury, Bullock 











7. ~ —, Bath, Auctioneer, May 17 at 2 at offices of Clark, Union 

st, Bath 

Wiggins, Joseph, Stadhampton, Oxford, Farmer, May 16 at 
offices of Mal'am, High st, Oxford" : — 

Wilkins, Richard Hooper, Westbucy, Wilts, Brewer. May 14 at 12 at 
the White Lion Hotel, Westbury. McCarthy, Frome 

Williams, Benjamin, Swansea, Butcher. May 15 at 11 at offices of 
Hartland and Co, Rutland st, Swansea 

Wilton, Frank, Mark lane, General Merchant: May 17 at 2 at the 
Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. VanSaudau and C ing, King s 
Cheapside ; 

Wookey, George, Caerphilly, Glamorgan, Grocer. May 14 at 1! at the 
Queen’s Hotel, Newport. Williams, Monmouth 

Wright, Edward, Middlesborough, Grocer. May 11 at 1] at 36, Gos- 
ford st, Middlesborough 

Tuzspaxy, May 7, 1878. 


Ancock, Charles Frederick, Chapel rd, Lower Norwood, Grocer. May 
31 at 2 at offizes of Pettengill, Walbrook 

Archer, Tiomas, Wellington row, Trimming Manufacturer. May 15 
at 3 at offices of Falmer, Char)es sq, Hoxton 

Ashley, George, South Retford, Nottingham, Innkeeper. May 17 at Il 
at offices of Marshall and Co, Chapelgate, East Retford 

Banner, Joseph, Coundon, Durham, Grocer. May 21 at 11 at olfices of 
Maw, jun, Bishop Auckland 

Barnett, John, Hanley, Stufford, Saddler. May 15 at 11 at the Vine 
Inn, Stafford. Ashmall, Ganley 

Benn, Edward, Leeds, Machine Maker. May 20 at 3 at offices of 
Charies Lowrey, South parade, Leeds. Hopps and Bed‘ord 

Bennion, Ralph, Stonehouse, Hereford, Farm Bailiff, May 2! at 10.15 
at the Hop Market Hotel, Wercester. Corner, Hereford 

Benstead, William, Swaffham Prior, Cambridge, Hackney Carter. 
May 21 at 11 at cffices of Fenn, High st, Newmarket 

Blackmore, Charles, Kingston-upon-Hul!, Decorator, May 13 at 12 at 
Anderton’s Hotel, Fleet st. Walter and Spisk, Hull 

Bragizz', Guliano, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Cabinet Maker. May 24 at 11 
at offices of Elsdon, Rova!l Arcade, Newcastle-upon-Iyne 

Brewer, Thomas, Farringdon Market, Potato Salesman. May 15 at 3 
at offices of Mould, Fenchurch st 

Browes, Frederick, Sheffield, Boot Dealer. May 20 at 3 at offices of 
Clegg and Sons, Bank st, Sheffield 

Brown, James, Bolton, Lancashire, Quilt Manufacturer. May 22 atS 
at the Victoria Hotel, Hotel st, Bolton. Dawson, Bolton 

Byrn, James, Cheltenham, DancingMaster. May 2] at3 at offices of 
Stroud, Clarence parade, Cheltenham 

Campbell, James, and Henry James Hyde, - Birminzham, Brush 
Manufacturers. May 23.at1l at offices of Taylor, Colmore row, 
Birmingham 

Cann, John, Babbacome, Devon, Poulterer. May 22 a:12 at the Half 
Moon Hotel, Exvter. Mackenzie, Torquay 

Carroil, Matthew, Wigan, Lancashire, Shopkeeper. May 25 at 11 at 
offices of Lees, King st, Wigan 

Chandley, Charles, Cheadle, Refreshment House Keeper. May 20 at 3 
at offices of Brown and Ainsworth, St Petersgate, Stozkport 

Child, Jobn, Ladywood, Birmingham, Coach Builder, Muay 16 at 3at 
offices of Buller and Bickley, Bennett’s hill, Birminghan 

Clarkson, Edward, Leeds, Confectioner. May 17 at 2 at offices of Harle, 
Bank st, Leeds 

Clay, H:nry Chambers, Smal! Heath, Birmingham, Apothecary. May 
21 at 11 at offices of Green, Ann st, Birmingham 

Clegg, Robert, Salford, Lancashire, out of employment. May 18 atl 
at offices ef Connor, Princess st, Manchester 

Coleman, John Arnoid, jun, Paifton, Warwick, Publican. May 21 at 
11 at the Win¢mi'! Hotel, Rugby. Bland, Nuneaton 

Colley, John, Ripon, York, Chemist. May 17 at 12 at officesof Bateson 
and Hutehin-on, North Station parade, B 

Colson, William, jan, Commercial rd, Draper, May 22 at 2 at offices of 
Foss and Legg, Abchurch lane 

Cookson, Berjamin, Wakefield, Builder. May 22 at 3 at offices of 
Barton, Wood st, Wekefiela 

Corbett, William, and Alexander McClymont, Redcliffs gar2ens, South 
Kensington, Builders. June 4 aj 12 at the Inns of Court Hotel, 
Lincoln’s inn fields, Lawrence end Co, Old Jewry chimbers 

Crowther, A'len, Eland, Halifax, Piumber. May 17 at 11 at offices of 
Garsed, Barnum Top, Halifax 

Cumming, Jamea Bannerman, Great St Helen's, Commission Ageat, 
May 29 at % at offices of Stibbard and Co, Leadenhall st 

Dawson, John, Northgate, Derlington. Fruiterer. May 18 at 11.30 at 
the Black Lion Hotel, Stockton-on-Tees, Barron, Darlington 

Dawson, Rev Richard, Sutton Benger, Wilts. May 20 at Il at the 
New Hall, Chip;enham. Awdry and Clarke, Chippecham 

Day, Edward, Liverpool, Butcher. May 21 at 3 at offices of Snowball 
and Smith, Da'e st, Liverpool . 
Denty, Eliza, Bramley, Surrey, General Shopkeeper. May I5at t2at 
the Napo'eon Hotel, Farnham rd, Guildford. Durbidve, Guildford 
Donovan, Michzel, Cardiff, Builder, May 23 at 3 ar offices of Jenkins 
and Co, Philharmonic chambers, Cardiff. Daltons and Co, Cardiff 
Edwards, Henry, Hoxton st, Sawyer. May 21 at 2at offices of Russell, 
Old Jewry chambers 

Evans, William, Dolgel!y, Bootmaker. May 17 at 12 at offices ef Jones 
and Davies, Dolgelly 

Gibbons, Matthew, Manchester, Boot Dealer. May 20 at 3 at the 
Angel Hotel, Dale st, Liverpool, Sale and Co, Manches:er 

Goudy, John, South Shields, Grocer, May 27 at 10 at offices of Scott, 
King st, South Shisids 

Handscomd, Thomae, James st, Cabinet Maker. May 27 at 1 at the 
Guildhall Coffee heuse, Gresham st, Reed and Lovell, Guildhall 


chambers, Gresham st 

Hanson, David, Stainland, York, aling Manufacturer. May 17 
at 3 at offices of Rhodes, Horton st, 

Harris, Joon, Bradiord, Manufacturer. May 20 at 11 at offices of 
Terry and Robinso», Marker st, Bradford 

Hart, George, and Edward Charles Palser, Sirmingham, Grocers. May 
21 at 3 at olfices of Rowlands and Bagnall, Colmore row, Birming- 


nam 
Hodgkinson, Lawrence Thomas, Ordsall, Nottingham, Seed Merchant, 
wr - at 2) at offices of Marshali and Oo, Chapel gate, Baat 
tor 
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Heyes, Joreph John, Salford, Salesman. June 3 at 2 at offices of Far- 
rington, Mosley st, Manchester x 

Holden, William, Walsden, Lanosshire, Lime Merchant. May 22 at 
3.30 at the White Hart Hotel, Todmorden. Eastwood, Todmorden 

Holliday, Samuel, Dewsbury, Coal Merchant, May 21 at 11 at offices of 
Shaw, Bond st, Dewsbury 

Hull, John, Ryhill, nr Wakefield, Nurseryman. May 20 at 1! at the 
George Hotel, Southgate 

Homphreys, Joseph, Greenfield, Flint, Grocer. May 18 at 12.30 at 
the Albion Inn, Chester. Davies, Holywell 

Ingles, Alfred, Warwick, Italian Warshouseman. May 20 at 11 at 
offices of Snape and Goate, High st, Warwick 

Jacob, Lyon, Manchester, Tailor. May 22 at 3 at offices of Leigh, 
Brown st Manchester 

Jepson, George, Talk-on-The-Hill, Stafford, Grocer. May 15 at 11 at 
offices of Sherratt, Merket st, Kidegrove 

Jones, William, Darlington, General Draper. May 23 at 3 at the Queens 
Hotel, Leeds. Barron, Darlington 

Judd, James, Witherley, Leicester, Livery Stable Keeper. May 20 at 
1] at offices of Baxter, Atherstone 

Kendal, George, Blackburn, Bootmaker. May 24 at 2.30 at the St 
Leger Hotel, King William st, Blackburn. Haworth, Blackburn 

King, James, Wimborne, Dorset, Commercial Traveller. May 15 at2 
at offices of Aldridge and Sharp, Westover villas, Bournemouth 

Limer, Lewis, Longton, Fish Merchant. May 15 at 11 at the Roebuck 
Inn, Caroline st, Longton 

Locke, Matthew, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Hardwareman. May 23 at 3 
at offices of Bird, Grey st, New npon-Tyne 

Lucy, William Charles, Lucas rd, Walworth, Oil Merchant. May 16 
at 11 at 34, Palmerston buildings, Old Broad st. Wickens, Palmers- 
ton buildings 

M arrison, Thomas Adams, Kingston-upos-Hull, Hardware Merchant, 
May 13 at 3 at offices of Summers, Manor st, Kingston-upon-Hnll 

Marston, Thomas, Cockermouth, Cumberland, Draper. May 17 at 12 
at offices of Hayton and og ee Cockermouth 

Massingale, George William, ‘wood, Nottingham, Baker. May 22 
at 3 at offices of Cranch and Stroud, Low pavement, Nottingham 

Milner, Robert Allen, High Wycombe, Upholsterer. May 20 at 1 at 
the Inns of Court, Holborn. Parker and Son, High Wycombe 

Mitchell, Al‘r2d, Rotherham, Draper. May 17 at 2 at offices of Whit- 
field and Peagam, E: ham st, Rotherham 

Murray, John, Sheffield, Hotel Keeper. May 18 at 10 at offices of 
Porrett, Bank st, Sheffield 

Newberry, John, Winchester, Seedsman. May 20 at 2 at offices of 
Adams and Co, Jewry st, Winchester 

Newman, Frederick, sen, Kilmiston, Hants, Grocer. May 25 at 3 at 
the Royal Hote), Winchester. Clark, Bishop’s Waltham 

Newton, William Chapman, Dewsbury, Saddler. May 23 at 10.30 at 
offices of Ridgway and Ridgway, Union st, Dews' 

Nutt, Jo-eph Hassell, Kingston-upon-Hull, Seed Crusher. May 20 at 
3 at offices of Pickering, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull. Sum- 


mers, Hull 

Pettit, Alfred, Charles st, Stamford hill, out of business. May 17 at 
11 at 19, White Lion st, Norton Folgate, Barnard 

Pimm, James, Smallheath, nr Birmingham, Baker. May 18 at 12 at 
Offices of Ladbury, Newhall st, Birmin 

Pollard, George, Luton, Innkeeper. May 22 at 11.30 at the Plait Hall 
Hotel, Luton. Shepherd and Ewen, Luton 

Price, Richard, Knighton, Radnor, Bootmaker. May 21 at 12 at offices 
of Green and Peters, Knighton 

Pye, Aaron, Tynemouth, Brewer’s Agent. May 17 at 2 at offices of 
Joel, Newgate st, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Quir, Pan), Hebburn, Durham, Provision Dealer. May 21 at 11 at 
offices of Keenlyside and Forster, St John’s chambers, Grainger st 
west, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Reynolds, William, Featherstone, York, Farmer. May 17 at 3 at offices 
of Kaberry, Ropergate, Pontefract 

Richards, William, Redruth, Cornwall, Tailor. May 16 at 2 at offices 
of Pauli, Quay st, Truro 

Robson, Johnson, Black Hill, Durham, Painter. May 20 at 11 at offices 
of Welford, jan, Middle st, Consett 

Rogers. Elizabeth Lacy, Longfieet, Poole, Draper. May 24 at 2 at the 

aanee _ bates Pa wig > Grae, Me 
llason, Edwin, Upper e, nr entry, Designer. 21 at 11 
at offices of Goate. Priory row, Coventry - 

Rothenbarg, Julius, Wakefield, out of business, May 18 at 11 at offices 
of Lodge, Wood st, Wakefield 

Shand, William Francis, Great Dover st, Southwark, Manager toa 
b tavay teas Pickler. May 16 at 3 at offices of Lowe, Scott’s yard, 

os 

Sherlock, Alfred, Birmingham, Purse Maker. May 22 at 12 at offices 
of Griffin and Griffin, Temple row west, Birmingham 

oa, Samy, Wakefield, Tailor. May 20 at 3 at offices of Hewson, 


Smith, John, St Clears, Carmarthen, Coal Merchant, May 20 at 10.30 
Senyth, John, Guildiord, Diaper. "May 21 at 
, Jobn, Guildiord ° at 1 at 162, Fleet st. - 
bidge, Guildford iii dite ‘ wie 
Stanton, Frank, Sudbury, Suffolk, Brewer. May 18 at 12 at the Four 
Swans Hotel, Sudbury. Andrewes and Co, Sudbury 
, Newberry, Nottingham, Fishmonger. May 20 at 11.30 at 
offices o' Wyles, Low pavement, Nottingham 
Stockmen, Henry, Litcham, Norfolk,Grocer. May 23 at 11 at the 
King’s Arms Hotel, East Dereham. Wilkin, Kings Lyna 
John, Castie Eaton, Wilts, Blacksmith. May 17 at 2.30 at 
offices of Kinneir and Tombs, High st, Swindon 
Swift, Francis William, Longright, Lancas! Music Seller. May 22 
at 3 at offices of Boote and Edgar, Booth st, 
Taylor, David, Henley, Stafford, Commercial Traveller. May 15 at 
1.20 at offices of Stevenson, Cheapside, Hanley 
David, Newport, Monmouth, Auctioneer, May 21 at 3 at 
offices of Dax id, Tredegar chambers, Newport 
Thomas, James way, Worcester, Sargeon. May 17 at 11 at 


offices of New and Co, Bridge st, ae 
TLom . James Ayre, King ‘ull, Ironmonger. May 20 at 2 
at of Woodhouse & each, Parliament st, King-ton-upoo-Hull 


Grocer. May 20 at 3 at 








Turnbull, Simon, Consett, Durham, Farnaceman. May 17 at 10 at 
offices of Dickinson, Middle st, Conrett 

Turner, Nathan, Cawood, York, Farmer. May 18 at 12 at offices of 
Wilkinson, St Helen’s sq, York 

Tweedy, John, West Hartlepool, Fruiterer. May 21 at 3 at offices of 
Wilson, Church st, West Hartlepool 

Walker, Joseph, Bradfcrd, Grocer. May 20 at 3 at the Creditorg™ 
Association, Parkinson chambers, Market st, Bradford 

Walker, William, Landport, Hants, Engincer, May 18 at 4 at offices of 
King, North st, Portsea 

‘Ward, Samuel, Chappel, Essex. Grocer. May 20 at 12 at the Swany 
Inn, Chapel st. Chappel. Prior, Culchester 

Ware, Thomas, Blackburn, Grocer. May 17 at 11 at 35, Victoria st, 
Blackburn. Walton, Blackburn 

Watts, Edmund, Crofton, Northumberland, Builder. May 24 at 1 at 
offices of Sidney and Son, Bridge st, Blyth 

White, Henry, Kingston-upon-Hal!, Innkeeper. May 15 at 8 at offices 
of Benjamin Pickering, Parliament st, Kingston-upon-Hull. Todd 
Wilkinson, John, Howden-le-Wear, Durham, General Dealer. May 21. 
at 2 at offices of Maw, jun, Bishop Auckland 

Williams, John Hanley, Stafford, Mineral Wa’er Manufacturer. May 
14 at 11 at the Royal Hotel, Crewe. Ashmall, Hanley 

Winfield, Alfred, Nottingham, Boot Closer. May 20 at 4 at 12, Fletcher~ 
gate, Nottingham. Cockayne 

Wiseman, James, Bradford, Earthenware Merchant. May 20 at 4 at 
29, Tyrrel at. Atkinson 

Witty, George. Biggleswade, Bedford, Provision Merchant. May 20 at 
3 at offices of Nicholson, Biggleswade 

Woodall, Joseph, sen, and Joscph Woodall, jun, Dudley, Fender. 
Manufacturers. May 20 at 3 at offices of Tinsley, Priory st, Dudley 
Woolf, Asher, Sun st, Finsbury, Hat Manufacturer. May 22 at 2 at 
offices of Brighten and Parker, Bishopsgate st without 

Woolley, Thomas, Lichfield, Builder. May 24 at 12 at the George 
Hotel, Walsall. King, Birmingham 








SCHWEITZER’S COCOATINA, 


Anti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guaranteed Pure Soluble Cocoa of the Finest Quality, with tlie 
excess of fat extracted. 
The Faculty pronounce it ‘‘ the most nutritious, perfectly digestible 
beverage for Breakfast, Luncheon, or Supper, and invaluable for 
Invalids aad Children.” 
Highiy commended by the entire Medical Press. 

Being without sugar, spice, or other admixture, i: suits pa 
keeps better in all climates, and is four times the strength of cocoas 
THICKENED yet WEAKENED with starch, &c., and IN REALITY CHEAPER 
than such Mixtures. 

Made instantaneously with boiling water, a teaspoonful to a Breaks 
fast Cup, costing less than a halfpenny. 

CocoaTINA A La VANILLE is the most delicate, digestible, cheapest 
a Chocolate, ani may be taken when richer chocolate is pro-- 


In tin packets at 1s, 64., 3s., &c., by Chemists and Grocers. 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietors, 
H. SCHWEITZER & CO., 10, Adam-street, London, W.C. 


PAINLESS DENTISTRY. 


MR, G. H. JONES, 
SURGEON DENTIST, 


57, GREAT RUSSELL-STREET, LONDON 
(Immediately opposite the British Museum), 
Has obtained Her Majesty’s Royal Letters Patent for his perfectlp 
painless systera of adapting 
(Prize Medal, London and Paris) 
ARTIFICIAL TEETH sy ATMOSPHERIC PRESSURE. 
Pamphlet Gratis and Post-free. 








EDE AND 50N 
ROBE MAKERS 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To He Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the Judicial Bench 
Corporation of London, &c, 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS’ GOWNS. 
BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSEL’S DITTO, 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & CLERGY GOWNS, Sf. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


AN IMPORTANT CONVENIENCE TO LAW WRITERS AND 
SOLICITORS, 


STEPHENS’ SCARLET INK FOR STEEL PENS. 


This new Ink supplies the demand continualiy made but never 
before met, for a Red Ink which is uninjured Steel or other 
Metallic Pens. Steel Pene left in this ink for months do not impair 
the beauty of its colour, nor are the Pens in the least corroded by it. 
The existing Red Inks rapidly destroy Steel Pens, and lose their red 
colour if used with other than Gold or Quill Pens, This new colour 
riet red of great beauty. The colour of this ink is 





po pet gla hment, and is tly of great 
use upon pare consequen' 
value to Solicitors and Droushienen. . 





Timperley, Semurl Mills, Ra , Chester, 
efhces of Bensley, High'st, Raxcorn 


40 ounces at 6s.cach. Also in glass botties at 6d. 








Sold in stone botties, retail au 1s., “Qs., 3s, 5 and a 5 oes Quarts of 
and ls, each, 
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